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The circumstances which led to the following corres- 
pondence with the Bishop of the Diocese, are well known 
to the Episcopalians of Providence. For others, a suffi- 
cient explanation is given in the correspondence itself. 
I cannot, however, permit the publication of these letters, 
without expressing my deep regret at the necessity of 
bringing them before the public eye. The manyrumorsi 
exaggerated and contradictory, afloat in the community, 
some of them most unjust to myself, and others equally 
unjust to the other parties concerned, can only be met 
and set at rest, by the facts of the case. The letter of 
the Bishop is published with his own consent.* While it 
must be evident to all that, the embarrassments connected 
with the late ordination at Grace Church, arose from an 
honest misunderstanding as to the part I was expected to 
take, I trust that, the respected congregation of Grace 
Church, will acquit me of all intention to manifest the 
least disrespect to their Pastor and Diocesan. When 
placed in the unexpected position in which I found my- 
self at the Chancel, necessity alone induced a course, 
against which all my personal feelings revolted. For my 
justification, I must refer to the facts disclosed in the cor- 
respondence. J. W. C. 

Bristol, JR. /., Jan. 14, 1847. 



*Sinoe the above date there has been farther correspondence, all of 
which is published. 



STATEMENT. 



The statement of the examination which follows, has 
been read by the other examining Presbyter, the Rev. 
Mr. Horton, and has been pronounced by him correct in 
every important particular. The reader will also perceive, 
that the Bishop in his reply states, " I have no fault to 
find with the general accuracy of your report of the ex- 
amination." 

[LETTER NO. I] 

Tuesday Evening, Dec. 22d, 1846. 
RL Rev. J. P. K, HenshaWj 

Dear Sir, — ^I returned to my parish last evening, with 
an oppressive sense of the painful position into which I 
have been thrown by circumstances beyond my control. 
My mind has been engrossed with the consideration of 
the events of Saturday and Sunday, to the exclusion of 
almost every thing beside. Did I act hastily, obsti- 
nately, or without sufficient reason, in refusing to present 

for Priests orders ; and did I wrong both him and 

my Bishop, in declining, before the numerous congrega- 
tion assembled in Grace Church, to assist in his ordination 
by the laying on of hands ; or, am I justified in the course 
which I pursued both at the Examination and Ordination ? 

If the first, then I owe both my Bishop and an 

humble apology. If the last, then it is due both to you 
and to myself that the grounds of my justification should 
be distinctly stated. 

I am thankful that, in reviewing tkgain and again all the 
circumstances, I find no occasion to regret the decision 



to which I was brought in the discharge of what appeared 
at the time a solemn duty. Of that duty, my calm de- 
liberate judgment does not leave me room to doubt. — 
Were the same contingencies again before me, I should 
feel compelled to pursue the same course, though they 
should lead to the same painful results. Be it then my 
present duty to state the grounds of my justification. 

First : I would remind you of the simple facts. 

At your request, I attended the examination of candi- 
dates both for Priest's, and for Deacon's orders. In re- 
ference to the former, I remarked at the commencement| 
" These Brethren are so well known to us, I suppose 
their examination for Priest's orders will be chiefly a mat- 
ter of form." Your reply intimated a desire that the ex- 
amination should be thorough. As the senior Presbyter 
present, I proceeded accordingly ; and at the close of a 

protracted examination, in which both your son and 

sustained themselves with great credit, I was ready to ex- 
press my satisfaction, when Bro. Horton addressed to 
a question, which drew forth a reply which sur- 
prised me. I thought it inconsistent with the cardinal 
doctrine of justification by faith alone, and was led to ask 
several questions, the answers to which confirmed my 
fears. The protracted discussion that ensued, did not 
change the aspect of the case. insisted on main- 
taining, that the penitent sinners justification is not com- 
plete till his baptism. In answer to the question, (repeat- 
ed several times during the discussion,) ^' Do you hold 
thai a sinner truly repenting and believing^ casting him- 
self on the merits of Christ, ready to obey all his Com- 
m>ands, and waiting only the opportunity to be bap- 
tised, is not justified by faith before God previous to his 
baptism ?" The answer invariably was, " He is not fully 
justified — his justification is not complete.^' I remarked 
that, a man is either justified or he is not ; that there 
CQuld be no half way justification, &c. ; that the view of 

would make justification depend, not on faith 

alone, but on baptism also, which I do not believe is the 
doctrine either of the Gospel, or of the Church, as she re- 
ceives the Gospel ; that to be partly justified before bap- 
tism, and "fully," or "completely" justified after bap- 
tism, is to divide justification into parts ; is, in fact, to 
make it progressive, an idea wholly inconsistent with th« 



doctrine of justification as held by the Church. 

contended that such views could be held consistently in 
the Church, for the House of Bishops had recommended 
Waterland's Treatise in their list of books for candidates 
for holy orders — to which I replied, that, as some of the 
Authors in the list held views inconsistent with each oth- 
er, we could not suppose the church to sanction all of 
them ; and that, for the Church's view of doctrine we must 
go to her Articles and Homilies, which latter are set forth 
by the church expressly as ^^Explication of Christian 
doctrineJ^ I referred to the " Homily on Salvation" &c., to 

which replied that, " all this is said of the faith of 

those who have been baptised," (referring to the first part 
of the Homily ;) of course, meaning to imply that, Baptism 
is essential to the justification there spoken of It was 
admitted on my part that, the promises of the gospel are 
made only to those who obey the commands of Christ, 
and that, no man can be assured of his justification, or can 
claim to be in a justified state, till he is willing to be bap- 
tised ; — ^in other words, his willingness to be baptised, is 
one of the fruits and evidences of that faith in Christ 
which alone justifies before God and gives peace to the 
conscience. But, that it was highly important to distin- 
guish between the reception of Adult Baptism as a fruit 
and evidence of a justifying faith, and the identifying of 
Baptism with justification. But this distinction did not 

satisfy . He still contended that, no man is ** fully 

justified," or, as he sometimes varied the expression, " Hiis 
justification is not complete," till he is baptised. In an- 
swer to my appeal to the testimony of St. Paul on this 
subject in reference to circumcision, he replied that, 
" St. Paul was aiming particularly at Jewish views and 
prejudices," and would not admit his reasoning to apply 
to the subject matter in discussion ; and finally, he con- 
tended that, St. Paul himself was not " fully " justified 
at his conversion, or any period prior to his Baptism by 
Ananias. I mention thes3 things to remind you that I 

could not mistake 's views on this subject. I had 

not then been informed that it was intended that I should 

present for Priest's orders, but I stated distinctly 

that, such were my own views that, I could not present a 

man for orders who held 's view of the doctrine of 

justification. 



When, 8ul)aequantly, I learned from yo^ that, it had 
been arraaged that I should present , I remarked 

tliftt it would be impoesible ; that I belieyed him to be 
radically unsomid in relation to the doctrine of juistifica- 
tion, aiid that some one must be provided to take my 
place. The same evening, I saw the Rev. Dr. Crocker, 
fo whom i stated the case. He iully justified my pro- 
ceeding and did npt see how it was possible for me to do 
otherwise. Bro. Horton I saw the next morning, and de- 
manded of him, as the other examining Presbyter that, he 
should state his opinion. He at once concurred with me 
in relation to the unsoundness of 's views of justifi- 

cation. I was thus confirmed in the position I had ta- 
ken. Nor did the long interview which I had with — i— ^ 
at your house, on Saturday, lessen at all my conviction 
of his unsoundness. While the general statement of his 
views seemed to harmonise better with those which I 
have considered as evangelical, yet, when questions were 
proposed which admitted simply of affirmation or negation, 
precisely the same difficulties were presented as on the 
preceding evening. 

It was evidently the settled conviction of his mind 
that, a sinner is not justified before God by faith, " fully" 
and '^ completely," tUl Baptism ; though be admitted that, 
where Baptism could not be had, it would not prevent 
the salvation of the penitent believer. He complained 
that, I would not allow him the liberty which the Church 
allowed. I replied that, it would be an infringement of 
my liberty, to insist that I should present for orders one 
who, I believed, did not receive the Gospel in its fundar 
mental doctrine — that on all points of speculative doctrine 
-—of church order — ^the ministry, 6oc. &c., I could tole- 
rate the most e;xclusive views — that, I did not much care 
how high a mtan's churchmanship might be, provided he 
preached the evangelical doctrines of our faith, &c. &c. — 
tfe contended that, the doctrine of justification by faith, 
as explained by me in contradistinction from that which he 
received was a mere ^^ abstract speculation^^ ^. And when, 
to convince him of its importance in the estimation of the 
Church, I remarked, among other reasons, that, few 
Bishops of the church would be willing to cmlain him^ 

that I supposed Bishops D and W- would — 

he added, " Tes, and Bishop I , &c. I motion this 



a hiBtrmony of triers bet#€i(9ii hinMif ^ aiMf iheile Rt. Rev^. 
Fathers on this subjeet, which cooM not b^ said of tt Iwtg^ 
number of the Bitshops of the Chu^h^ who are generally 
considered' asnong us, as holding the Gospel in its shufjic- 
ity. The result of this last interview was as the forraeri 
I stated distinctly tt) — that he must make other ar- 
rangements^— that I could not coii^cientiously present him; 
&c. I understand that Dr. Crocker declined also to take^^ 
part in the Ordination, and that it was determined to send 
for Bro. Hathaway. To avoid all misunderstanding with 
respect to myself, I asked you what would be expected of 
me. Your reply was, " simpltf to preserit the Deacans.^^ 
Of course, I could not suppose that I would be expect- 
ed to assist in the laying on of hands in the ordination of 
. If I could not present him for Priest's' Or- 
ders^ of course I could not, as a Presbyter, assist in con- 
vejing Priestly authority.* I supposed' that an arrange-^ 
ment for this purpose had been made with Biro. Horton^ 
though I did not see how he could consistently officiate. 
But this was not my business; and I mlEule no further 
inquiry. Imagine then my surprise, when, as the service 
proceeded, I saw no Presbyter present but Bro. Hathaway; 
The prayers were read — the sermon preached — still no 
Presbyter entered. My anxiety became painful' — should 
I be placed in the unpleasant position of being obliged te 
decline before so lai^e a congregation, the request of my 
own Bishop, to assist as a Presbyter, in the laying on of 
hands, in the ordination of a friend ? Should I thus pre- 
vent the ordination when all the {preliminary service had 
been finished ? Or could it go on with but one Presbyter, 
and thus my Bishop, my friend, and the respected con-s- 
gregation of Grace Church, be spared an ihtenuptioh so 
painful ? I had yet a hope that Horton, finishing his set*- ' 
vices at St. Andrew^s, would arrive in season. I' pre- 
sented the Deacons^-M;hiey' were ordained — ^tbe* Prints 
were presented— but the third Presbyter came not. In 

* I do not mean by this remark, to imply that the impoaition of handa 
by Tresbyters, is really iieioesflary to cofrititnte* H Tldid otdihitfon. Fie^' 
hapa the word ** concur," would be more proper in this connection^ thaa 
*^ assist.*' I suppose the ordaining power to be wholly in the Bishop, 
though 1 am aware there is' a'diflferenbe<of opwimi on this subj«(5ti !»•( 
the view which I take, tt^erefore, the late ordination at Grace Church, 
thomirliinegidar, islwKd. 
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obedience to your call, I changed my position at the 
Chancel, and stood beside your son. Upon him I felt I 
could lay my hands. But what shall I say of my feel- 
ings, when you signified your desire that I should lay 

hands on ? How amid I do it 1 How could my 

Bishop expect me to do it, after what had passed ? Would 
I have compelled to travel so many miles on Sat- 
urday evening, to obtain the services of a Presbyter in his 
presentation for Priest's Orders, if the difficulty was one 
which I could overlook ? Would I have argued the mat- 
ter at such length, and made such decided declarations to 
and yourself, if, the very next day, I could per- 
mit the mere force of circumstances to cause me to do 
what judgment and conscience forbade? Impossible — 
Yet what resource ? How avoid disgracing a friend, and 
mortifying my Bishop, by intimating to his whole con- 
gregation, that he was about to do what I considered 
wrong ? There remained however but one course. When 
the time came for final decision, I could not hesitate. 
You beckoned to me — ^I declined. Again you signified 
your desire that I should assist — I again declined. You 
hesitated — ^but what could I do? My painful suspense 
was relieved by your proceeding with the Ordination with 
the aid of but one Presbyter. 

Such, my dear Bishop, are the facts. I remind you of 
them for my justification. Not having conversed with 
you since the Ordination, I know not what your feelings 
are on this subject ; but tell me wherein I have erred, if 
I have incurred your displeasure? With my views of 
truth and duty, how could I do otherwise ? What on this 
subject did I leave unsaid or undone, that I ought to have 
said or done ? 

With regard to , 1 may be unworthy to sit even 

at his feet ; but, receiving another Gospel than that I have 
received, how could I say to him — " Go and proclaim tV." 
Very respectfully and sincerely, your Presbyter, 

JAMES W. COOKE. 

The following communication from the Bishop was 
received in reply to the above. In justice to him, I in- 
sert the whole as it is, without dividing it into parts for 
the purpose of comment, and therefore must request the 
rtlMier to peruse my answer in immediate connection with 



the letter itself. It will thus be seen, that I have consid>- 
ered in full, every objection which the Bishop has urged. 

One portion of his letter only, (that which relates to 's 

orthodoxy and explanations) I reserved for distinct con- 
sideration, and have since addressed to the Bishop a comr 
munication on the subject. In this I have reviewed the 
examination at length, and have brought to the notice of 
the Bishop, with much minuteness, the different grounds 
on which I was obliged to consider unsound. 

[LETTER NO. II.] 

Providence, Dec. 28th, 1846. 

Rev. and Dear Sir : — ^Yours of the 22d instant, did not 
come to hand, until a late hour on Christmas Eve, after 
my return from Johnston, where I had been to preach 
that evening. I hastily glanced over it before retiring to 
bed that night, and then laid it aside-^-and with it endea- 
vored to dismiss the painful subject from my mind, — at 
least till the services should be over connected with the 
memory of that joyful event which brought " peace on 
earth, and good will to men." 

The daily services of the Church since Thursday have 
occupied a large share of my time and thoughts; and 
now, for the first time since its reception, I have given 
your letter a careful perusal, and shall devote a few lei- 
sure moments to answer it, so far as you will probably 
desire or expect me to respond to it. 

Of the orthodoxy of ^, it is unnecessary for me 

to express any opinion further than to say, that, if in my 
judgment, he denied sCny doctrine of the faith, and espe- 
cially, so important a one as that taught in the Eleventh 
Article of the Church, I could not have advanced him to 
the Priesthood. 

I have no fault to find with the general accuracy of 
your report of the examination. StUl I think, it would 

have been more accurate, if you had stated that , 

when he declared his belief that the penitent believer is 

not fully or completely justified before baptism, added, by 

way of explaining his meaning ; " that is, in a covenanted ^ 

sense :" or, as he afterwards said to me, he is not so to 

be accounted in the sight of men and the Churchy until ^ 

2 
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)l0 itdectoitd to be IP in \mftimn. He hns to m^t xnxM 
Ihaa 0UC9, diflclaimed his belief m the absurd theory df 
progressive justification. So fully convinced was I that 
the difference between you was not essential, that I ad** 

vised to ask a private interview, in the entire per- 

snasion that mutual explanations would show that there 
WQs really a substantial agreement as to this fundamental 
doctrine, notwithstanding apparent differences as to t^rmii 
and phraseology. 

The result of that interview surprised and distressed 
me. I was grieved to learn that af\^r it, you felt no less 
strongly than before, that you could not conscientiously 

present , and make the declaration required from 

the presenter. Still I was glad to hear you state, as you 
did most explicitly, that you would make no opposition 
to the ordination, and had no desire to throw any obsta- 
cle in the way of it ; but your only desire was to be re* 
lieved from a specific part in it, which you could not con- 
Beientidusly perform. I made no effort, I used no per- 
suasion to change your purpose in this particular ; for I 
rigidly respect scruples of conscience. Although I had 
arranged in my own mind that you would present the 
candidates for the Priesthood, and Mr. Horton those for 
the Diaconate, I now concluded that it would be best to 
divide the work, and let you, as you were perfectly will* 

ing to do, present Daniel, and Mr. Horton ^ ; and so 

with the Deacons, Mr. Oroswell to be presented by you, 
and Mr. Kelly by Mr. H. 

But finding that there was a natural desire on the part 
of — — , to have an older Presbyter for a [Nresenter — and 
fearing, moreover, that the unusual division of the duty 
Tsferred to above, might lead to idle surmises and specu* 

Ifttions, proposed to ride down to Warren for Mr. 

Hathaway, his former rector and friend — whose place was 
supplied by Mr. Horton. This final arrangement was 
▼eiy agreeable to all concerned. It would relieve you 
ttom the only act connected with the ordination which 
you scrupled to perform and desired to be excused from ; 
it secured the presentment in the ordinary mode — and at 
the same time a Presbyter of standing and years as a pre* 
eenter for each class of candidates. Such was the state 
"of ^ings on Saturday night. Sunday morning came ; 
and, when we met in the Vestty foom, it was arranged 
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am ciM bi ike fmApftton iriHMM w^ tl^ Moi^iii 

Prayer, and the ottm fMi tho letti6lli;r llete it i¥«3l|f 
believe^ that fm tsi^ked wh&t I expected or wished you 
to do in the Ordination settriee ? And I replied, *' to pre«> 
sent the Deacons : yoti will first preitont the eandidkteK 
tot the Diaconate, and then Mr. HathaWa^ Will precrtsnt 
tbd i$andidat(M fbr th^ Priesstb^dd/' I undeMood Toor 
q^a^stion as r^teting only to thift pfi»Mimenij ius tl^t ^m 
the only {>oint upon Which your tscrut^les bad been ^^ 
passed in my hearing ; and my atatsw^r is, of coUrte, to 
be interpreted accordingly. After whdft you had said to 
me, (and, as I am informed, to otbdm) diboUt your hairing 
no wish to throw any obstacle in the way of the otdiM^ 
tion of ■ ■' • ', it did hot chtet into my mind that you 
would be unwilling to ^xpre^ your assent to th^ solef^iilk 
act to which I was about to proceed in the Way k^quin^d 
of " the Priests present," in the rubric immediately pM^ 
ceding the words us^d by the Bishop in the iitoposition of 
hands. Had I entertained a isuspicioh of what w&i t6 
follow, I should cettiBdnly hate endeavored, at WhfttelnSf 
additional sacrifice or inconveniienee it migtjit haVe i^ 
volved, to procu^ the attendance of Mr. Eames, Mr. 
Taft, or some other Presbyter, and thus hate relieved yon 
and myself, aiid all the parties interested, fh)m the dis- 
tressing and embarrassing oCcurtenc^i^ which ensued. Nd 
one with whom I have conversed, cc^jectured that yon 
would hesitate to concur in every part of the service, pro- 
vided you were not expected to present • ^^ '• ' ^ and Mjf 
the wards which the ordinal prescribes in bonnection With 
that act. You may judge therefore, bf my iiurprfee, mf' 
astohiishment, my grief, when, after tfiy hands wore UtiS 

upon the head of '^-^, and M]r. Hathaway bad, asoms 

of the Presbyters present, expressed his assent in tbe v/Wf 
prescribed by the rubric, I found that yOu kept i&66^ 
and when I looked at you, and intimated my desfirO and 
expectation that you also shornld unfte^-^-^he only retypomift 
I received was a shake of the head— ^ isighificant nega- 
tive, which could not be misunderstood ! The 'shock wa» 
great at the moment — and but for a moment. I instantly 
remembered that there was no canon or rnbric tit aiXt 
Church, which mfade the concutrence of two o*' ttioi^ 
Presbyters 4n tkai fl%bde necOMdry 10 M 
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Priest, and the Lord helping, I proceeded with the solemn 
office, as if no interruption had occurred. 

After retiring from the church, I consoled myself with 
the hope that the peculiar circumstances which had oc- 
curred at the Chancel were unobserved by the congrega- 
tion ; and this hope was confirmed when I heard that 

, the person principally concerned, was not aware 

of the fact that you declined laying your hand upon his 
head, until after the afternoon service, when he inciden- 
tally learned it in conversation with a friend. But this 
hope was soon dismissed, when I heard it as having been 
spoken of with lamentation and regret, by many eye- 
witnesses and others. 

With this brief review of the painful occurrences con- 
nected with the ordination of to the Priesthood, 

and of my impressions and feelings as to your course in 
relation to it, I might close this communication. But 
you have put two or three questions to me respecting the 
matter, to which it seems proper and expedient that I 
should reply in the same spirit of frankness with which 
they have been proposed. 

First — you say, " Tell me wherein I have erred, if I 
have incurred your displeasure ?" 

To say that one of my most beloved and respected 
Presbyters had, in the presence of several of the clergy, 
and of a large congregation — ^in the midst of one of the 
most solemn offices of our religion — significantly, though 
silently expressed his dissent from, and disapprobation of, 
an important official act in which I was engaged in God's 
house and before His altar — ^without my being deeply 
wounded and seriously displeased, would be an affectation 
of stoicism to which I lay no claim. And I think, my 
dear Brother, that when you calmly review all the cir- 
cumstances of the case, and reflect upon the expectations 
which I indulged of your concurrence, so far as the can- 
ons and rubrics required, and the pains taken to relieve 
you from a duty which I had, in purpose, assigned you — 
when I found that you could not conscientiously perform 
it — ^thus removing, by the presence of a second Presby- 
ter, your only specified difficulty : when you reflect upon 
all these things, you cannot wonder that I should have 
fglt wounded and displeased, to meet with a public and 
unequivocal condemnation of my official act, when I was, 
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with undoubting confidence, expecting your rubrical con- 
currence. I have never studied any concealment from, 
or practised any disguise with you. I have been as free 
in all my communications with you in matters relating to 
the church, as with any of my Presbyters : nay, on this 
occasion, I had manifested my fraternal confidence and 
regard, in selecting you to be an examiner and presenter 
in an ordination, when my own son was one of the can- 
didates. I think then, that you erred in not reciprocating 
my confidence, by stating to me the full extent of your 
difficulties and embarrassments with regard to one of the 
candidates. The examination of the candidates for the 
Priesthood was concluded on Friday evening — ^your pri- 
vate interview with took place on Saturday morn- 
ing. Had you then intimated to me that you had other 
difficulties than the conscientious scruple about present- 
ing ; that you could not concur as the rubric requires the 
priests present to do ; I certainly should not have urged 
Mr. Child, at much inconvenience to himself, to go to 
Bristol, for the very purpose of enajbling you to remain 
and take part as one of two Presbyters in the service 
connected with the Ordination. Mr. Eames was provi- 
dentially disabled, (although he had assured me that he 
Was willing to ride to church and be carried into the 
Chancel to assist, if I desired it.) Dr. Crocker could not 
leave his own church,* and Mr. Horton was the only 
Presbyter, besides yourself, then expected to be present. 
This was known to me and to the rest of the clergy and 
candidates here ; and I supposed was equally well known 
to you. Through the kindness of Mr. Child^ I might 
have secured the attendance of Mr. Taft, Mr. Porter, or 
some other Presbyter, and I should not then have been, 
compelled to proceed with the ordination without the 

\*1 stated to * that I had given the history of the examination, 
and the questions raised, to the Rev. Dr. Crocker — that he agreed with 
me fully, in my view of justification, and that he, no more than myself, 

could present for Priest's Orders. To this — — replied, " I 

have no doubt of that." In fact, Dr. Crocker covld have left his church, 
had his pulpit been supplied, but if pressed, he would not have been 
founo willing. He was present at the examination of Deacons, at the 

house of the Bishop, on Saturday morning. Mr. was there at the 

time. It would have been easy to have obtained Dr. C.*s opinion, had 
it heen desired. In reference to the other brethren named, it remains to 

be. seen whether they would have been willing to present after a 

fall exposition of his views. — J. W. C] 
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rabrictf c<liicwience of the " PriMs present^ I moBt 
therefore frankly express the opinion, that you erred in 
not stating to me the full extent of your objections, while 
there was time imd opportunity to preyent the painful 
and embarrassing exhibition which took place at the Or*' 
dination. Until I receired your letter, I had supposed 
that your dissent was unpremedititfed, and produced by 
some sadden impcdse at the time. This constituted, in 
my mind, the best apology for its being so entirely unex-^ 
pected by myself and others. 

Secondly — ^Tou ask, '^ What did I leave unsaid or UH" 
done, that I aught to have said or done ?'' 

1. This question has been in part replied to, in what 
has been said in answer to the preceding one. I think 
you ought, on Friday evening or Saturday morning, to 
have said to your Bishop, with frankness and candor, '^ I 

am not only unwilling to present , but I cannot 

exinress my approbation of his ordination, by joining in 
the imposition of hands." If you felt this, your BishoJ^ 
was entitled to know it ; and had he known it in time, 
he might, at bis discretion, have ordered another exami- 
nation, have secured the attendance of another Presbyter, 
or have postponed the ordination of the individual object- 
ed to ; and in any of these ways, he might have obviated 
the embarrassment which ensued. 

2. On arriving at the Yestry room on Sunday mornings 
just before the tinse for the commencement of service, 
you found us in waiting — ^the Bishop, the candidates, and 
one Piresbyter. After your arrival, the number was pre- 
cisely as it had beta the day before. Mr. Hathaway in-- 
stead of Mr. Horton-^— the latter having gone to Warren,* to 
enable the former to present the candidates for the Priests 

r*The absence of Mr. Horton (which, in fact, led to the whole diffi- 
euitj at the ordination, as otherwise I should ha^e surmised that the 
Bishop was depending dn me to assist in the imposition of hands,) was- 
not contemplated when 'the Bishop intimated on Saturday that all the ar- 
ranffements had been orompteted. Sirue my reply to this letter of the 
BiJiop, (to which the reader is referred for a full answer to all the ob- 
jections urged,) I have ffeamed the very significant fact that, neither the 
Bishop nor Mr. Horton himself, knew of any necessity for his absence, 
tin 9 o'clock on Saturdaif evening. How then was it possible for me to 
know of it, when I was not informed of it on Sunday morning till after- 
tiU ordination^ though ti message had been left for me by Mt. Horton^ 
with , that 1 should breach for him in the afternoon. Had this mes- 
sage been delivered in season,, the whole difficulty would have betn* 
avoided.— J<. W.C.I 
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ItDod, ncoor^ng to t^ir desu^er-ror a| least, Ihat of tm<B 
of them. la answer to an inquiry aa to what the Piee* 
byters were expected to do, I requested them to divide 
the Morning Prayer between them, mad stated that you 
were expected to presei^ the candidate3 for the DiaconatOi 
«nd Mr. H. those for the Priesthood — aed I reminded you 
of the order in which this should be done according to 
ihe rubric. You saw that there were but two Presbyters 
piesent ; and there was nothing in what I ^d or did, 
from which you could infer that I expected any otherw 
which I certainly did not, but expected that these two 
would do all that was required of their* order, in reference 
<to the ordinations then about to take jiace. If you had, 
even at that late hour, intimated that y^u were unwilling 
to join in the imposition of hands, w€^ could have sent a 
oairiage and had Mr. Eames brought into the church, and 
thus have prevented the necessity of deviating from the 
usual custom, by ordaining a Priest without the manifestr 
«ed public concurrence of more than one of the same 
order. The service, however, proceeded without any- 
thing out of the common order, until the very act of im- 
posing hands upon the candidates for^ the Priesthood*— 
when, the first ii^imation I had of your unwillingness to 
do what the rubric requires of the Priest's present, was a 
isign which announced to me and to the numerous con- 
gregation, your disapi»robation of the -solemn act in which 
X was then engaged — and that act one pf the most awful 
that a Bishop 'can perform. This, in my humble judge- 
ment, is one of the things whiph you " ought to have 
left undone." 

It appears to me that, if you deemed it proper to be 
present under the circumstances, and believed one of the 
candidates to be heretical— or the supporter and advocate 
of << pother Gospel" than that of ^s^lvation by grace 
through faith in the merits of our Lcwrd Jesus Christ — ^the 
•candid and most becoming tjotirse would have been, to 
liave publicly stated your objection in answer to the sol- 
emn call made by the Bishop upon all present— r'* if any 
of them knew of any impediment, &q., to come forth in 
the name of God and show what it is." Then, no room 
would have been left for the indulging of vague or idle 
suspicions of some fearful heresy-— or, perhaps, moral 
<crime in the candidate, for which he ought to be ^exclu^ 
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ded from the office to which the Bishop was in the very 
act of admitting him. Then the candidate would have 
had the opportunity of vindicating himself, or of so ex- 
posing his fault, that the ordination might be suspended. 
Having made no response to the appeal made for objec- 
tions, if any existed, your silence was a tacit approbatiooi 
and I think would be universally so considered. After 
this proper time for objecting had passed, in my humble 
judgment, there would have been no inconsistency if you 
had further manifested your concurrence in the usual 
way. 

I have thus, in compliance with your request, with en- 
tire candor, answered the questions you proposed to me, 
and stated my views and feelings in relation to the un- 
pleasant occurrence referred to. It is the first painful 
thing which has taken place in connexion with my offi- 
cial duties in the Diocese. I pray God that it may be 
the last. I trust it will produce no agitation amongst our 
clergy or people, and that our peace and unity may remain 
undisturbed. Let us strive and pray for our continuance 
and advancement in Christian harmony and holiness. 

However nrach I may think you have erred in this 
matter, I do not at all question that you conscientiously 
believed yourself to be right. I cherish nothing like a 
feeling of resentment ; but shall still, no less cordially 
than ever, be willing to co-operate with you and all our 
fellow ministers, in every effort to promote the salvation 
of souls, the good of the church, and the glory of God. 

Very faithfully and truly, 

Your affectionate Diocesan, 

J. P. K. HENSHAW. 

For the information of those not perfectly familiar with 
the usages of the Church on occasions of Ordination, it 
may be well to state that, the concurrence of two Presby- 
ters when a Deacon is admitted to the order of the Priest- 
hood, by the imposition of hands with the Bishop on the 
head of the candidate, is deemed sufficient. The rubric, 
indeed, does not say that the Ordination shall not take 
place without the concurrence of two or more Presby- 
ters ; but it manifestly implies it. Its language is, '^ the 
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Bishop, with the Priests present, shall lay their hands," 
d&c. The plural number being used, it has ever been the 
custom to require the presence of two Presbyters on such 
occasions. But I am not aware that the rubric has ever 
been construed practically so as to be regarded as compul- 
sory on all the Priests present. Sometimes the number 
is too large; sometimes it is inconvenient; sometimes 
there are conscientious scruples which prevent compli- 
ance. If, in any case, two Presbyters assist, the neglect 
of a third, would be no obstacle in the way of the ordina- 
tion. As therefore, arrangements had been made for the 
attendance of a third Presbyter on this occasion, my neg- 
lect to join in the imposition of hands, would be no obsta- 
cle in the way. I consented to be present for the sole pur- 
pose of obliging the Bishop in presenting the Deacons. 
This arrangement^ securing the attendance of a third 
Presbyter, was afterwards changed without my know- 
ledge, and hence the whole difficulty. For further partic- 
ulars on this point, the reader is referred to the note on 
page 14. 

[LETTER NO. Ill] 

Bristol, Wednesday Evening, Dec. 30th, 1846. 
Rt. Rev. J. P. K. Henshaw, D, D. 

Dear Sir: — ^Yours of 28th instant was received this 
afternoon. Having carefully weighed its contents, I make 
it my first duty this evening, to reply. 

I thank you, my dear Bishop, for the frankness evinced 
in your statements. Ik hope you will excuse me, if, with 
the same frankness, I proceed to show wherein I think 
that, the objections which you urge to the course I pur- 
sued at the Ordination, lose their force. 

Objection 1. You imply that my declaration that I 
'^ would make no opposition to the ordination, and had 
no desire to throw any obstacle in the way," is inconsist- 
ent with my refusal to join with you in the " imposition 
of hands." 

3 



18 

I cannot acknowledge the justness of the inference. 
When, immediately after the examination on Friday even- 
ing, said to you, " Bishop what is to be done ; am 

I to be ordained or not ?" I said, '^ Do not misunderstand 
me, Bro. ; I do not protest against your ordina- 
tion. If the Bishop sees fit to ordain you, I shall not ob- 
ject ; but / camiot sanction it." At the private interview 
on Saturday, when I repeated my conviction of his un- 
soundness, I made use of the emphatic expression, '^ I 
could cut off my hand as soon as present you," or some- 
thing to that effect ; replied, " I think, then, you 

are bound to protest against my ordination." I said^ 
" No, Brother, if you can find a Presbyter to present you, 
and the Bishop sees fit to ordain you, I shall not object^ 
but / cannot be responsible for it." 

Now I see no inconsistency between these and similar 
declarations, and my refusal to join in the imposition of 
hands. I fulfilled my promise not to protest against the 
ordination, nor to throw any obstacle in the way. I left 
my Bishop, and my friend, free to act for themselves, with- 
out interference on my part. 

But you say, " After what you had said to me (and, as 
I am informed, to others,) about your having no wish to 

throw any obstacle in the way of the ordination of , 

it did not enter my mind that you would be unwilling to 
express your assent to the solemn act to which I was 
about to proceed," &c. 

To me, however, it seems very evident that, refraining 
from opposition, and expressing positive assent^ are things 
so different that, the inference is not logical or just. Be- 
cause a man does not say no, it does not follow that he is 
obliged to say yes, I was not the keeper of the conscience 
of my Bishop, or of the presenting Presbyter ; I interposed 
not to prevent their doing what thejnfelt at liberty to do ; 
but when I was required to perform a positive act of 
assent to that which I could not approve, the case was 
entirely changed. I could only decline. 

Objection 2. You object that my " only desire was to 
be relieved from a specific part" in the ordination. 

If, my dear Bishop, this is your own inference from 
what I said, I do not object to the phrase. But if you 
mean to say (which I do not suppose,) that I used the 
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expression, '* my only desire is to be relieved from this 
specific part," I do object, for it might imply that I was 
willing to join in any other part of the Ordination Service. 
The truth is, my desire to be relieved from this " specific 
part," was expressed because this ''specific part" had 
been assigned me. If any other had been assigned, in- 
volving necessarily my approbation of the ordination, it 
would have been as {uromptly declined. When, as I sup- 
posed everything had been arranged — Brother Hathaway 
being sent for, who, with Brother Horton would make 
the number of two Presbyters beside myself, and thus ob- 
viate any necessity of my taking an active part in the Or- 
dination Service ; still, to avoid ail misimderstanding, I 
said to you on Saturday afternoon, as I parted from you« 
" Bishop, what will be expected of me ?" You replied, 
''simply to present the Deacons;" [it was this question 
and answer to which I referred in my first communica- 
tion, and not to the conversation in the Yestry Room on 
Sunday morning ; ] with this I was satisfied. 

But you proceed to say, " No one with whom I Imve 
conversed, conjectured that you would hesitate to concur 
in every part of the service, provided you were not ex- 
pected to present -, and say the words which the 

ordinal prescribes." By the underscoring, it would seem 
that you lay special emphasis upon my objection to " say* 
ing the words.^^ I do not remember that the " worda^^ 
prescribed in the ordinal to be used by the presenting 
Presbyter, were made the subject of special remark be- 
tween us. They were in the private interview with 

. When he pressed me on the subject, I declared 

to him frankly, (referring to the "words") that I could not 
say them in the fear of God. But even if I had laid 
stress on the " words" in my conversation with you, 
my " scruples" were based on general principles fully 
expressed, which would necessarily prevent any direct 
agency in promoting the ordination. An aetion may 
speak as strongly as words. The " words" embodied a 
declaration to which I could not assent; and I should 
have been singularly inconsistent, if I could be willing to 
perform an a^t involving, substantially, the same declara- 
tion before God and the congregation. 

Objection 3. You object that I "erred in not stating 

to me the full extent of your objections while there was 
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time and opportunity to prevent the painful and embar- 
rassing exhibition which took place at the ordination." 

I do not know, my dear Bishop, how my objections 
could have embraced a much wider range. If, to affirm 
my belief that a Brother is radically unsound in the fun- 
damental doctrine of justification by faith ; if, to say that, 
if I know anything of the gospel, the error which he 
holds is vital ,* if, to declare that the doctrine which St. 
Paul taught and which the Church teaches, is not that 
which this Brother receives ; if, to state most distinctly 
that, error on this subject, I regard as the fruitful source 
of the principal errors abroad in the Church ; if, to assert 
that I could never present a man for orders who held such 
views ; if, to say all these things in so many words, in 
your hearing, and to repeat one of the most emphatic of 
these declarations in the presence of yourself and Mrs. 

, be not to make known the full extent of my 

objections, and to evince '^ frankness and candor," then 
I do not know the meaning of language. 

The only charge to which I plead guilty is, that I did 
not state, in so many words, that these objections would 
apply to the ^' imposition of hands," as well as to the 
" presentation." Had I supposed that you thought other- 
wise, I should not have left you in doubt. When, there- 
fore, you say again, " I think you ought, on Friday even- 
ing or Saturday morning, to have said to your Bishop 
with frankness and candor, ' I am not only unwilling to 

present , but I cannot express my approbation of 

his ordination by joining in the imposition of hands,' " I 
cannot plead guilty to the charge of being wanting in 
'' frankness and candor." [I would remark in passing, 
that in these words you admit that joining in the '' impo- 
sition of hands" is distinctly an " expressed approbation" 
of the ordination. When I had so unequivocally declared 
that I did not and could not approve of the ordination, 
how could my Bishop expect me to " express approba- 
tion ?"] 

Objection 4. You object in substance that, as no pro- 
vision was made for the attendance of a third Presbyter, 
I ought to have known that dependence was placed upon 
myself 
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My answer is, that / did suppose prtmsion had been 
made for the attendance of a third Presbyter. Had I 
not so thought, it would have been evident to me that 
you labored under a wrong impression with regard to my 
assisting in the ordination. I should then have unde- 
ceived you. But I supposed that Br. Hathaway would 
constitute the third Presbyter. I had no idea that Hor- 
ton would be sent to take his place. When, sometime 
before, I had suggested an arrangement which would 
take Horton away, you remarked, "that cannot be, for 
Horton must be present." I felt therefore perfectly at 
ease. I supposed that Bro. Hathaway, (making the third 
Presbyter,) would present the Priests — I would present 
the Deacons — ^the congregation would know nothing of 

my objection to ; there would be no difficulty. 

This is the true state of the case and explains all. 

Objection 5. You object that I did not make known 

my difficulty at the Vestry Room, before entering the 

Church ; that I " saw there were but two Presbyters 

present," &c. 

I reply that / did not see that but two Presbyters were 
present In the few moments of time that remained after 
I entered the Vestry Room, I was occupied in receiving 
your directions respecting the reading of Morning Prayer, 
the presenting of the Deacons, and robing, in season to 
enter the Church with the rest. It was not till I had 
taken my seat, while Br. Hathaway was reading the first 
lesson^ that I observed that but two Presbyters were pre- 
sent. You say that " Mr. Hathaway was there instead 
of Horton." This I did not know. I could not know 
it. I had not such a thought. There was no reason 
that I should.* 

Objection 6. You object that '^ the candid and most 
becoming course would have been to have publicly stated 
your objection in answer to the solemn call upon all pre- 
sent, ' if they knew of any impediment, to come forth 
in the name of God and show what it is.' " 

I can readily conceive, my dear Bishop, that this ob- 
jection might arise in the minds of the congregation pre- 

^See note on page 14. 
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sent, but I am at a loss to see how it can be seriously 
urged by yourself. But as you do urge it, I proceed to 
reply. 

ist. I had pledged myself not to protest against the 
ordination, nor to throw any obstacle in the way. By 
doing as you suggest, I should have broken this pledge. 
Instead of simply declining to sanction the ordination, 
which only I did by refusing to join in the imposition of 
hands, I should have opposed and interposed^ contrary to 
my promise. 

2d. I think I should thus have violated the good order 
of the Church ; have done that intentionally which was 
most disrespectfiil to yourself, and have needlessly occa- 
sioned great disturbance and excitement in time of public 
worship. [I do not mean by this, to express an opinion 
of the course pursued by the Rev. Drs. Smith and Anthon 
in the case of Gary — ^that was a case extreme and pecu- 
liar — it was sui generis.] 

3d. I should not have been justified in this course by 
the rubric of the Church. I can think of no case, (if 
such an extreme case as that of Gary be not one) when a 
Presbyter who has attended the examination of a candi- 
date, and expressed his disapprobation to the Bishop^ 
would be justified in openly objecting in the Church at 
the time of ordination. My reasons are briefly these. 

J St. The " Appeal " is made, not to the Clergy, but to 
the people. The Bishop first addresses the presenting 
Presbyter ; — " Take heed that the person whom ye pre- 
sent unto us be apt and meet for his learning and godly 
conversation, to exercise his ministry duly, to the honor 
of God and the edifying of his church." 

The Priest answers ; " I have enquired concerning him 
and also examined him, and think him so to be." 

The rubric says ; '^ Then the Bishop shall say unto the 
people; ^^ Good People, ^^ &c. "After due examination 
we find not," &c. " But yet if there be any of you who 
knoweth any impediment," &c. let him come forth in 
the name of God and shew what the crime or impedi- 
ment is." 

Thus, according to the rubric and the words, it is evi- 
dent that the appeal is not to the Clergy, but to the 
people. It is to be supposed that if the Clergy have aught 
against a candidate, they will make known their objec- 
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tion to the Bishop before the time of ordination. But 
there may be among the people present, some who know 
of a "crime" or "impediment," of which the Bishop 
and clergy are ignorant, and if they do not declare it now, 
it will be too late. Another reason for this rubric proba- 
bly is that, the people may have no cause to complain, if 
an improper person is ordained, as they might have pre- 
vented it, if they had seen fit. Nicholls says ; " In the first 
institution of the Deacon's order, the brethren were to 
vouch for the good character of the persons who were 
to undertake that office ,* " Brethren^ look out among you 
seven men of honest report ;" Acts vi. 3. And afterwards 
it continued a practice in the Church that, when any 
Deacon, or especially any of the superior orders of Priest 
or Bishop, were nominated and notified to the |?eop/c, they 
in testimony of his abilities and good behaviour, were 
used to cry out, "Ac is worthy ^ From this usage the 
Greek and Latin Churches have inserted into their Litur- 
gies, forms for the people to declare the worthiness of the 
person to be ordained." Bishop Beveridge says : " if any 
of the people know any impediment," &c. [See these 
and other authorities cited in Bishop BrownelPs Com- 
mentary on the Prayer Book.] Undoubtedly, if a minis- 
ter happens to be present, and knows of an " impediment" 
which he has had no opportunity of communicating to 
the Bishop, he would be justified in stating his objections 
publicly in answer to the " Appeal." 

2d. This "Appeal" is made on the supposition that 
the Bishop is ignorant of the " crime^^ or " impediment." 
He declares unto the " good people" in relation to the 
candidate, " After due examination we find not to the 
contrary," &c. " But yet, if there be any of you that 
knoweth," &c. Here the Bishop calls upon the people 
to tell him that which he does not know. If an impedi- 
ment exists, he wishes to be informed of it. If, then, it 
be conceded, that ministers are included in this Appeal, 
they would not be at liberty to respond to it, unless they 
had reason to believe the Bishop to be ignorant of the 
"impediment." Much more, then, an examining Pres- 
byter, who has made knoton his objections to the Bishop 
in private, would not be justified in repeating the same 
objections in public. The Bishop is not ignorant. He 
needs not to be informed. He has already eicted as judge 
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in the case. He has pronounced his decision. In this 
very *' Appeal," knowing these very objections, he de- 
clares, '' after due examination^ we find not to the con- 
trary, ^^ !fc. To what purpose, then, shall the examining 
Presbyter respond to this *' Appeal?" What has he to 
inform the Bishop of, except of the Bishop's own doings 
in the case ? 

But you say, ^' then the candidate would have had the 
opportunity of vindicating himself, or of so exposing his 
fault, that the ordination might be suspended." 

The rubric says, the ordination shall be suspended 
" till such time as the party accused shall be found clear 
of that crime^^ (or *' impediment.") But the Bishop has 
already pronounced the candidate to be "clear" of the 
alledged " impediment." The ordination therefore, would 
not, be "suspended" in such a case. The Bishop need on- 
ly say, " This impediment has been considered, and 
I deem it insufficient — after due examination I find not 
to the contrary," &c. " If you have any new matter 
to produce, I will consider it ; if not, the ordination must 
proceed." And who can doubt that in such a case the 
ordination would proceed ? 

But can it be, my dear Bishop that, you really prefer this 
course, to that which I adopted only as the result of ne- 
cessity ? What a scene would then Imve been presented in 
the Church of God ? The solemn service not only inter- 
rupted, but succeeded by an earnest discussion respecting 
the orthodoxy of the candidate ; the latter, " vindicating 
himself;" the Bishop, perhaps justifying him; and the 
Presbyter contending against the Bishop and the candi- 
date : before the respected congregation, of which the for- 
mer is Rector ? 

I cannot think that this course would have been " the 
most candid and becoming" on my part ; the most re- 
spectful to yourself ; or, the most just to the candidate. 

Objection 7. You remark that, " having made no re- 
sponse to the " Appeal" made for objections, if any ex- 
isted, your silence was a tacit approbation, and I think 
would be universally so considered. After this proper 
time for objecting had passed, in my humble judgment, 
there would have been no inconsistency if you had fur- 
ther manifested your concurrence in the usual way." 
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The explanation given above, applies also to this objec- 
tion. That my " silence" would be considered a " tacit 
approbation" by those who did not know what had passed, 
is very natural. But, before the Bishop, I had not been 
" silent" Could it be then, that he would interpret my 
"silence" at the ordination into a "tacit approbation?" 
Could he suppose that, I thus retracted my solemn decla- 
rations to him of my belief in 's unsoundness ? If 

he thought so, would it not have been kind in him to 
have said : " In view of these declarations, you cannot 
consistently be present in the church ?" 

But, even admitting this objection to have force, there 
is yet another fact which should relieve me from any sup- 
posed inconsistency in giving apparently this " tacit ap- 
probation," and then declining to join in the " imposition 
of hands." I honestly thought that Bro. Horton would yet 
come in and relieve my anxiety, and save both my Bishop 
and myself from the unpleasant consequences that follow- 
ed. The contingency was continually before me ; Will 
Bro. Horton finish the services at St. Andrew's in season, 
or has he determined not to be present ? / did not yield the 
expectation of his presence till the very last moment. 

Objection 8. On a careful re-examination of your let- 
ter, I do not find that I have omitted any of your objec- 
tions to my course at the ordination, unless I am to con- 
sider in the light of an " objection," your remarks re- 
specting the manner of my declining by a " significant 
shake of the head," &c. 

As I would not willingly behave in a disrespectful 
manner to any Bishop of the Church, especially my own 
Diocesan, who has honored me in many ways, and shown 
me personal kindness, I would ask, with all deference, 
in what way, (if I must refuse, which was, and is now, 
the settled conviction of my mind I was bound to do,) 
could I decline at that time with more delicacy — with 
less observation, and with less interruption, than in the 
manner which I adopted ? 

From your statement it appears that, you took notice 
that I " kept aloof." This occasioned you surprise, as- 
tonishment, and grief." 
4 



J 



^ 



26 

I confess, my dear Bishop, that I designed you should take 
notice that I ^' kept aloof ^^^ and that, seeing this, it would 
not be necessary for me to give a more '* significant nega- 
tive.'' But when, notwithstaiiding you *• intimated the 
desire and expectation that I also should unite," what could 
I do but decline ? And in what manner could I decline 
with less observation by the congregation, and pain to 
you, than by the " silent negative" which I gave ? 

You repeated your "desire" again, and this compelled 
me to give another " silent negative." This repetition, 
I suppose, attracted the notice of the congregation. Had 
you taken my " keeping aloof ^'^^ to signify what I intend- 
ed, that it was my settled determination not to unite, I 
suppose attention would not have been so drawn to the 
fact. But, as I declined, not from " impulse," but from 
prindplcy no repetition of your desire could alter my pur- 
pose. 

And now, my dear Bishop, I confess that I should deem 
myself highly culpable if, willingly, I had placed you in 
the unpleasant situation into which you were thrown by 
circumstances which I could not control, without a com- 
promise of conscience. For yourself personally — ^for Bro. 

personally — I deeply regret the occurrence. But 

as I look back upon the occasion — ^upon the principles 
involved — ^the necessity laid upon me, and the eiccount I 
have to render to our common Lord — ^I cannot for myself 
regret the act which has so grieved my Bishop, so wound- 
ed the feelings of my friend, and which, you say, has 
been " spoken of with lamentation and regret by many 
eye-witnesses and others." Were the same contingen- 
cies again before me, T should indeed leave nothing un- 
said that could possibly impress you with my determina- 
tion to do nothing, whether by " presenting," or by 
'' imposition of hands," to sanction the ordination ; but if 
placed again unexpectedly in the same painful position 
before my Bishop and my Brethren at the Chancel, I must 
again do the same thing. 

One part of your letter I have not noticed. I have 
purposely reserved it for distinct consideration. I allude 
to your opinion of 's orthodoxy, and your brief re- 
marks respecting his explanations. I will take another 
occasion to review the questions and cross questions, an- 
swers, ^., which leave no doubt in my mind of his un- 
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soundness. I took so much pains to ascertain his views 
of the doctrine of Justification by Faith, that, I am confi- 
dent, if he understands the Gospel aright, I do not. The 
examination is before my mind with great vividness, and 
I have had but one opinion on the subject. 

This was commenced on the same day on which I re- 
ceived yours — -but my stated Lecture on Thursday even- 
ing ; the extra service for the Festival of the Circumci- 
sion on Friday morning ; and the completion of prepara- 
tion for the duties of Sunday, (yesterday ;) have not per- 
mitted me to close this communication till to-day. 

In conclusion, I will express the hope that, the views I 
have presented may materially modify in your mind, the 
objections you have so frankly stated. One portion of 
your letter has deeply increased the painful regret which 
I cannot but feel at the unhappiness I have caused you. 
Your kind allusions to me as "one of your most beloved 
and respected Presbyters" — your remarks upon the special 
pains taken to secure my presence on this interesting oc- 
casion — the expression of your " confidence and regard 
manifested in selecting you (me) as an Examiner and 
Presenter in an ordination in which my (your) own son 
was one of the candidates" — and your feeling allusion to 
the solemn circumstances under which the Presbyter thus 
honored gave a " public and unequivocal condemnation 
of your official act" — all this, my dear Bishop, I feel 
deeply. I needed not this appeal to make me sensible 
both of the delicacy and the painfulness of my position. 
I would humbly join you in the prayer that, ** as this is 
the first painful thing which has taken place in connec- 
tion with your official duties in this Diocese, so it may be 
the last." And, (understanding, of course, that principle 
should never be compromised) I heartily join in the fer- 
vent desire that peace and unity may prevail among us, 
and that we may continually " advance in Christian har- 
mony and holiness." 

Very respectfuUv and sincerely, your Presbyter, 

JAS. W. COOKE. 

The above was delivered after the Convocation on the 

week following. It was retained that it might be first 

seen by the Rev. Mr. Horton. I returned to my parish on 

Saturday ; and on Monday wrote to the Bishop as follows : 
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[LETT£R NO. IV.] 

Bristol, January 11th, 1847. 

Mt Rev. J. P. K. Henshaw, D. D. 

Dear Sir : — Having considered in full, in my last com- 
munication, the several objections which you urge against 
the course I pursued at the ordination, I proceed to notice 
the only part of your reply of the 28th ult., which I have 
omitted. I reserved this for distinct remark, in order 
that it may be viewed on its own merits, and not be 
blended with the personal considerations involved in the 
unpleasant circumstances that occurred at the ordination. 

I allude to your statement of the soundness of 

with respect to the doctrine of Justification by Faith. 
Your very brief remarks upon this point relate either to 
your own private opinion, or to the '' explanation" of 

. With respect to the first you state ; " Of the 

orthodoxy of , it is unnecessary for me to express 

any opinion farther than to say, that, if in my judgment, 
he denied any doctrine of the faith, and especially so im- 
portant a one as that taught in the Eleventh Article of 
the Church, I could not have advanced him to the Priest- 
hood." 

Here, my dear Bishop, permit me to say with frank- 
ness, that I am met in the outset by a difficulty of a deli- 
cate and personal nature. Of course, you believe 

to be sound in the faith. You assert it — I cannot for a 
moment doubt it. But is it. not evident that in every 
such case the same declaration may be made by the 
Bishop ? And yet, are there not ministers in the Church 
who hold, what we would call erroneous doctrines ? I 
would respectfully ask, how they gained entrance into 
the Ministry ? Were they not ordained by Bishops who 
believed them sound ? Even in the case of Cary, it was 
maintained by the Bishop and his friends, that the young 
man was sound in the faith. I am met then with this 

difficulty. You declare your belief that is sound 

in doctrine. I solemnly affirm my belief that he is un- 
sound. We are thus at issue on a point involving very 
delicate considerations. If, without any misunderstand- 
ing as to the terms used, we make these declarations, 
then we differ in our views of what constitutes sound doc- 
trine. This difficulty I felt very sensibly at the exami- 
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nation when, on objecting to 's declaration that the 

sinner is not completely justified before baptism, you in- 
terposed with the remark, " neither do I consider justifi- 
cation complete before baptism." I was confounded. It 
seemed for the moment, either that, I must remain silent, 
or appear to question the orthodoxy of my Bishop. But 
feeling I had a duty to perform as examining Presbyter, 
from which I could not shrink, I replied, " Bishop, I can- 
not help it — If my own Bishop even holds this opinion, 
it cannot change my deliberately formed opinions of the 
doctrines of the Gospel and of the Church. I may be 
wrong, but I must act according to my views of truth and 
duty." I added, in substance, that "the more I study 
the Scriptures and the standards of the Church, the more 
confirmed I am in the belief that, no external act has 
anything to do with the sinner^s justification before God; 
but that the sinner's obedience with respect to sacraments 
as well as duties, is simply the fruit of the faith which 
justifies before God." 

I confess, too, in the same spirit of frankness that, the 
reasoning and illustrations used in the argument that fol- 
lowed, surprised me. Some of these seemed to me, to 
lead logically, to conclusions which I could not suppose 
would be assented to by my Bishop. As I remarked to 

, at the private interview on Saturday, when he 

insisted that you agreed with him, **far be it from me to 
catechise my Bishop. It would be presumption in me to 
discuss that point at all — ^with that I can have nothing to 
do ;" so now, I repeat most respectfully that, if in the 
statements which follow, I seem to be placed in an antag- 
onistic position with my Bishop on points of doctrine, it 
is owing to the force of circumstances, and not to any 
choice or consent of mine. 

I now proceed to remind you of various questions, an- 
swers, statements, and illustrations, developed in the course 
of the examination. To these I appeal for proof that I 

had sufficient reason to declare to be unsound on 

the doctrine of Justification by Faith, as set forth in 
the Eleventh Article of our Church. 

1. The subject of discussion was, the Eleventh Article 
of the Church. This speaks of justification, or being 
" accounted righteous before God." It stands by itselfl 
It is not connected with baptism, or anything external. 
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It speaks not of what is necessary in order to be justified 
" in the sight of men," or " of the Church," but simply, 
and only, of justification " before Ood.^^ 

2. Bro. declared expressly, when speaking of 

his view of the " sinner's justification," that " it is not 
complete till he is baptized." This, I believe, is contrary 
to the Eleventh Article of the Church, and plainly con- 
tradicts the teaching of St. Paul on this subject. It is 
also at variance with the ** Homily of Justification," to 
which reference is made in the Eleventh Article. 

3. When asked in these words, (repeated in substance 
several times in the course of the examination,) "Do 
you hold that a sinner truly repenting and believing, cast- 
ing himself on the merits of Christ, ready to obey all his 
commands, and waiting only the opportunity to be bap- 
tized, is not justified by faith before God, previous to his 
baptism ?" He replied in every instance, " not fully," or 
** not completely." 

4. To avoid all misunderstanding. Brother Horton said 
to , "Perhaps you do not understand by 'jus- 
tification ' the same thing as Mr. Cooke ;" whereupon, I 
stated that there is but one kind of justification of which 
the Church speaks as such — that by it I meant, " being 
accounted righteous in the sight of God ;" and yet, after 
this definition of justification, he gave the same answer 
to my questions as before, namely, that, in the sight of 
God, the sinner is " not completely justified before bap- 
tism." 

5. I mention another fact to show that, it was impossi- 
ble to misunderstand on this subject. More than 

once, in the course of the examination, you answered, as 

it were, for ; and after stating the doctrine in 

general terms, appealed to him to say, whether this was 
not his view ; to which he assented. On one of these 
occasions, I said ; " Bishop, I do not approve of covering 
up these things ;" you replied, with evident feeling, 
" Neither do I approve of covering up— I have no such 
desire." It at once occurred to me that the remark might 
have wounded your feelings, and on this account, I was 
sorry for it. But I proceeded immediately to put to 

the same simple question so easily answered yes, 

or no ; " Do you believe that in the sight of God the truly 
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penitent sinner is justified before baptism ?" He answer- 
ed, " Not fully." 

6. When, by some remarks of yours, it was implied 
that the differences generally existing on this subject are 
owing rather to the use of terms than to any important 
difference respecting the vitals of Christianity, I demur- 
red. I ventured the assertion that error on this very 
subject of justification, was the fruitful source of the 
principal errors abroad in the Church. Among other 

things, I reminded you of the case of , and of 

your opinion expressed at that time, that the difference 
between him and myself was not essential, whereas in 
my own opinion, and in the opinion of many of my 
Brethren, it was a difference affecting the vitals of Chris- 
tianity. I appealed to his course since that time for proof 
that I was right ; to which you replied, " I cannot be 
held responsible for the opinions of individuals." Very 
true, my dear Bishop, but the fact justified my dissent 
from your opinion at the time that the difference between 
us was only trivial. 

7. Again, I admitted that baptism is necessary to those 
who have opportunity to receive it — that the promises of 
the gospel are made to the baptized — that this sacrament 
signs, seals, assures, and confirms to us, the blessings of 
the gospel — that it is not, (as you intimated my view 
would make it) a " mere sign and badge," but that, to 
all " who worthily receive the same^^ it is " a means of 
grace," and a " pledge to assure us thereof." But that, 
to make baptism necessary to a complete justification 
before God, is to assign it an office which neither the 
Gospel, nor the Church, assigns it. 

8. It was argued by that such views as his, 

could be held consistently in the Church ; and he made 
the remarks concerning " Waterland's Treatise," to which 
I referred in my first communication. You seemed to 
support him in this, by directing my attention to the lan- 
guage used in the Catechism respecting the sacraments ; 
remarking that " baptism is there declared to be, not only 
^ an outward and visible sign of an inward and spiritual 
grace,' but ' the means whereby we receive the same.' " 
To this, I demurred. You still thought the definite 
article was used. I referred to the Prayer Book, and the 
mistake was evident. The sacram^wt \& xVa\^ ^'^Osajsfc^ 
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to be, not " the means," but ^< a means," ice. In this I 
acknowledge my belief. I conceded that, to all those 
who receive baptism rightly, (and no adult believer re- 
ceives it rightly who is not exercising a justifying faith,) 
it is both '^ a means of grace and a pledge to assure us 
thereof." 

9. I argued that the view of Bro. would in- 
volve the doctrine of justification, in part, by works. 
You interrupted me in a tone of decided rebuke ; ''What ! 
do you consider baptism a work ? It is not a work — it is 
the act of God. I am as much opposed to the doctrine 
of justification by works as you are." I replied in sub- 
stance that, in reference to its spiritual benefits, " baptism 
is an act of God ;" but that, with respect to the resolu- 
tion of the sinner to be baptized, aud his coming forwani 
to receive the sacrament, it is a " work," because here is 
something which a sinner may do of himself — something 
external, upon which he may rest, even as the Jew did 
upon circumcision — that, therefore, baptism must be ex- 
cluded from any part in the office of justifying. 

10. Brother asserted that St. Paul was not jus- 
tified in the sight of God, prior to his baptism by Ananias. 
I expressed great surprise at this declaration — ^made some 
remarks respecting Paul's conversion, &c., when you 
asked me how I could account for the words spoken by 
Ananias, (Acts xxii. 16,) '^ Arise, and be baptized and 
wash away thy sins," &c. I answered that, *' did thi» 
passage stand alone, there might be reason to interpret it 
literally. But that, scripture must be interpreted by 
scripture, and that there is so much in the New Testa- 
ment to show that justification is of God independent of 
baptism, especially as set forth by St. Paul, that I found 
no difficulty in looking upon the passage as figurative." 
[St. Paul had been converted — ^he had shown the submis- 
sion of the Christian in asking, " Lord, what wilt thou 
have me to do ?" He had obeyed the Lord's direction 
by going to Damascus. He was also declared to be a 
chosen vessel unto Christ — ^he had received sight at the 
hands of Ananias, and yet it would seem he was not 
justified in the sight of God, because he had not been 
baptized. I say again what I said at the. examination, 
" I do not so understand the gospel."] 

11. I appealed to St. Paul's argument in his epistles to 



as 

the Romans mi Galatiaipis, as conclusive that, baptism, no 
more than circumcision, has any part in the sinner's justi- 
fication. Brother — : would not admit the force of 

that appeal. He said that '' St. Paul had reference spe- 
cially to Jewish views and prejudices," and would not 
admit his reasoniug to apply to the subject-matter in dis- 
cussion. You were engaged at the time, in referring to 
a book in your hands, and did not notice the remark. I 
called your attention particularly to it, whereupon Bro. 

went into a sort of analysis of the epistle to the 

Romans, which left the subject where it was before. 

12. 1 referred to the nature of Abraham's justifying 
faith — ^that it was exercised before circumcision — that 
Abraham received the " sign of circumcision " as " a seal 
of the righteousness of faith which he had, being uncir- 
cumcised" — ^that so it is with the adult believer under 
the gospel. He must have this justifying faith before he 
can receive baptism rightly. The latter is to him the 
*' sign and seal of the righteousness of faith " which he 
has, being unbaptized. The sacrament, therefore, does 
not convey justification— -does not add to it, or make it 
more complete than it was before. It signs, seals, assures, 
and confirms the blessings which belong to the faith 
which has already justified. To my inference from the 
nature of Abraham's faith, you objected on this ground, 
namely, that, in all cases, Abraham's descendants were 
circumcised before they exercised a justifying faith — that 
his was the only instance where justification took place 
previous to circumcision. I will not pursue the argument 
that followed, but would remind you that I did not admit 
its validity. 

13. Brother had objected to the statement that, 

the Homilies are to be considered authoritative with re- 
spect to doctrine. I referred to the appendage to the 
thirty-fifth article, in which it is stated that, the Homi- 
lies are to be viewed as an '' explication of Christian 
doctrine." He replied that, " this is contained in a note 
to the article and not in the article itself." I remarked 
that, **the note was added by our own branch of the 
Church, and therefore is equally binding with the article." 
Of this I should think there could be no reasonable 
doubt. 

14. I referred ^o the Homilies, md read large portions 

5 
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where the doctrine of justification by faith alone, inde- 
pendent of any thing external, is set forth in such plain 
terms that it would seem impossible to misapprehend 

them. But Bro, contended that, the allusion to 

the baptism of infants and to sins committed after bap- 
tism, contained in the first part of the Homily of the 
Salvation of Mankind, implied that all that followed 
respecting justification by faith alone, " had reference to 
the faith of those who had been baptized." Of course, 
he intended the inference that, baptism is essential to the 
justification there spoken of. You also turned to some 
passages in the Homilies where baptism is spoken of in a 
way, which you thought more consistent with Brother 
— -'s view than with mine. 

16. At no time during the whole examination would 

Bro. admit to me that the penitent believing sin^ 

ner is justified in the sight of God before baptism. 

I have thus, my dear Bishop, called your attention to 
such parts of the examination, as I can recollect with 
perfect distinctness, so far as is necessary to show that, 

the difference between Bro. and myself, is not a 

mere difference respecting terms and phraseology. It is 
radical — ^it is vital. Either a man is justified before God 
by faith ahne, or he is not. If he is, then neither bap- 
tism nor obedience have any thing to do with justifying. 
They are indeed necessary to show this faith to the 
world ; but they are not identified with it in the office of 
justifying. 

I will now advert briefly to the private interview which 

I had with Bro. at your house on Saturday 

morning. The substance of this interview was stated in 
my first communication. Referring you to that, I will 
only add a few particulars in farther confirmation of it. 

1. Among other things, Bro. went into an illus- 
tration at some length, to which he desired my particular 
attention. Without entering upon its merits, I interrupt- 
ed him with the remark, '^ All this discussion is useless 
and a waste of time — ^nothing can be gained by it. There 
is a plain, simple question, which is easily answered, yes 
or no. If in my view you are sound on this doctrine, 
you will say "yes," if not, you will say "no." "Do 
you believe that in the sight of God, the truly penitent 
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and believing sinner is justified before baptism V^ He 
evaded the question as involving an ^^abstraction." When 
I continued to press it, he answered as before, '^ he is not 
fully justified." 

2. I remarked to him that Dr. Crocker would find the 
same fault with his views that I did, and would have the 
same difficulty in presenting him. He replied, '^ I sup* 
pose so — I have no doubt of it." Now, Dr. Crocker has 
ministered in the same pulpit for more than forty years. 
There is no disguise with regard to his doctrinal views. 
We all know4hem, and he has always been considered 
sound on the subject of justification by faith. When, 

therefore, Bro. admitted so readily that, his views 

on justification would be considered unsound by the Rev. 
Dr. Crocker ; was there not a consciousness that there is 
a radical difference between them on this subject ? 

3. I would direct your attention to another significant 

fact. At the last interview which I had with , 

previous to his ordination, he said to me, (referring to the 
examination of the Deacons,) '' I understand that Mr. K. 
answered your questions on justification, essentially the 
same as I did. Why do you not object to him ?" I re- 
plied, '^ you are mistaken ; there is an essential difference 
between your answers and his. When I pressed him to 
say, whether in the sight of God, the truly penitent €uid 
believing sinner is justified before baptism, he admitted it. 
But you will not say so." Upon this he turned from me, 
and was about ascending the stairs, when I called to him 
and repeated the question, '^ Will you admit that the pen- 
itent and believing sinner is justified in the sight of God 
before baptism?" He answered twice, *'not fully, not 
fully." This was the last communication I had with 
him on the subject. 

[Now, my dear Bishop, in view of these facts, you see 
it is not possible that he should misunderstand me, or that 
I should misunderstand him. He knew perfectly well 
that he had but to admit that, in the sight (not of '^ men, 
or of the Church," but) of God, the penitent, believing 
sinner, is justified before baptism, and the difficulty would 
be removed. I knew perfectly well from his own decla- 
rations that, he did not believe this, and therefore could 
not say it. It was thus plain that, I could not assent to 
his ordination as one sound in fundamentals. You say 



36 

indeed, that " afienoard^^ in explaining to yon his mean- 
ing, when he declared that the sinner is not '' Ailly" or 
'' completely justified before baptism," he said, '' that is^ 
he is not so to be accounted in the sight of God and of the 
Church, until he is declared to be so in baptism." I 
pause not here to inquire into the propriety of speaking 
of justification " before men and the Church," when the 
subject of discussion is, what is taught in the eleventh 
article of the Churchy which speaks only of justification 
before God ; a sort of explanation which looks like a con- 
tinued evasion of the real question involved.* But I must 
say that, whatever ■ ■ may have said to you in pri* 
vate ; whatever statement he may now make in public ; 
whether he shall modify his views or not ; this cannot 
change the facts upon which the other examining Pres-* 
byter and myself were obliged to form an opinion at the 

examination. He agrees with me with respect to 's 

views on this important doctrine, and for the very same 
reasons. He has read my statement to you, and in every 
important particular, pronounces it correct. The only thing 
which, in his opinion, needed correction is, the unessen- 
tial circumstance that the question which I state he ad- 
dressed to — , he did in fact address to both the can- 
didates, and that took it upon himself to reply. 

You also state in your letter, " I have no fault to find 
with the general accuracy of your report of the examina- 
tion." Now, the opinion of the examining Presbyters 
must be based upon the examination and statements made 
to us, and not upon any private statements made to your- 
self. And if, when you were present with us, we were 
not satisfied with the statements made by , with 

which statements you did appear satisfied, of course it 
cannot be expected that private statements, when we 
were not present, will be satisfactory. In every instance, 
at the examination, when I went behind your questions, 
or explanations, and asked ■' a question which could 

be answered yes, or no, the answer was not satisfactory* 

I am bound, in justice to 's love for consistency 

and what he considers truth, to believe that, should I now 
go behind the explanation he has given you in private, 
and should ask him again, ^^ do you believe that, in the 
sight of God, the justification of the truly penitent, be- 
lieving sinner , is complete before baptism," he would still 
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answer, " no." And if he would thus answer, then, if I 
understand the gospel and the doctrines of the Church, 
he is unsound. This is not the doctrine of justification 
by faith alone, which Paul taught, and which the Church 
teaches. 

Again : You say, " he has to me more than once dis- 
claimed his belief in the absurd theory of progressive jus- 
tification." I do not doubt it. The "theory" is too 
" absurd" for a reasonable man to hold professedly in the 
Church. But I must still think that, his view of justifi- 
cation involves the " absurd theory," and that it is a fair 
argument to use in refutation of his e^rror. To say that, 
" the penitent sinner is not fully justified in the sight of 
God before baptism," is to imply that, in part, he is justi- 
Jied. If then, the sinner is partly justified before baptism, 
and fully justified after baptism, then is justification di- 
vided into parts ; and if into parts, what is this but " the 
absurd theory of progressive justification ?"] 

And now, my dear Bishop, I feel at liberty to close this 
unpleasant discussion. That I should be placed in this 
attitude with respect to yourself, is like a painful dream. 
I can scarcely realize that it is so. Nothing but the con- 
sciousness of having done what I conceived my duty, 
consoles me. I hear not the voice of that accusing con- 
science to which I should have been compelled to listen, 
had I either presented our friend, or joined in the imposi- 
tion of hands at the ordination. 1 regret deeply that, I 
did not absent myself altogether from the church on that 
occasion. My constraining motive in being there was to 
oblige you, m presenting the Deacons. You had, as I 

supposed, for my sake, as well as for 's, procured 

the attendance of a third Presbyter, who would also be 
the presenter. You had thus removed all the barriers in 
my way, and I felt that I could not refuse to be present 
and perform the only duty which I supposed was devolv- 
ed upon me. But, my dear Bishop, I misunderstood you, 
and you misunderstood me. Hence the unhappy result. 
Most earnestly do I pary that, it may be overruled for 
good. For your kindness and assurances of continued 
regard, I fervently thank you. May no similar occasion 
again occur, to mar the harmony you are so anxious to 
promote. Throughout your Episcopate, may you be 
blessed with au united and happy Dvoc^^a^ Wra^% >^nr. 
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truth as it is in Jesus, and steadfastly maintaining the 
pure faith of the gospel. 

Very respectfully and sincerely, 

Your Presbyter, 

JAS. W. COOKE. 

[LETTER NO. V.] 

pROviDeNCB, Thursday Evening, Jan. 21, ]847< 
Rt, Rev. J. P. K. Henshaw, D. D. 

Dear Sir : — The enclosed communication was finished soon 
after date, but the expediency of obtaining a copy, which press- 
ing duties did not permit me to attempt myself; and then, a 
desire to submit that portion of it relating to the examination, 
to the other examining Presbyter, the Rev. Mr. Horton, have 
led me to retain it till the present moment. I did not have an 
opportunity of seeing Mr. Horton, till to-day. His recollection 
accords with mine as to all the facts which transpired at the 
examination. He pronounces the several particulars of the 
statement substantially correct, and does not dissent from any 
fact or particular mentioned. I have been very careful to state 
nothing which I do not recollect with perfect distinctness. Bat 
1 presume that, in reference to the facts, there will be no dis- 
sent on your part. 

I will add that, 1 have handed to the printer an extract com- 
mencing with the last paragraph on page eighth, [MS.] and cos- 
eluding with the first paragraph on page tenth.''^ 

Very respectfully and sincerely, your Presbyter, 

JAS. W. COOKE. 

As the only Presbyter present with me at the examination, 
the Rev. Mr. Horton, is referred to in the above communica- 
tion, and in other places in the course of this correspondence, 
it is but just to that Reverend Brother, to state precisely, his re- 
lative position to the parties in this controversy. As a young 
Presbyter, he modestly refrained from asking but few questions 
in the course of the examination. He did, however, propound 
the question, the answer to which, by , involved the pro- 
tracted discussion which ensued, and which was followed by 
the difficulties which gave rise to this correspondence. I do 
not remember, however, that the Rev. Mr. H. took any part in 

* By referring to page 35, the reader will see this extract, enclosed in 
brackets. The reasons why the whole letter is printed will be stated in 
Another place. 
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this discussion, except to make the suggestion already mention- 
ed, that it was possible that Mr. did not understand by 

the word '* justification ** the same as myself. On my return to 
my parish after the ordination, I wrote my first letter to the 
Bishop. It being a simple statement of facts, which I knew 
must be familiar to all the parties, and as just to one as the 
other; (at least, it was conscientiously so intended;) I did not 
submit it to the inspection of Mr. Horton, but sent it directly 
to the Bishc^. In relation to it, the Bishop wrote in reply : ** I 
have no fault to find with the general accuracy of your report 
of the examination "; — an admission which I felt to be justly 
due. I then wrote my reply to the Bishop's letter. This I 
took with me to Providence, where I attended the Convocation 
at Grace Church. The day following the Convocation, I con- 
versed for the first time with the Rev, Mr. Horton on the sulh- 
ject. It may also be proper to remark that, I had no correspon- 
dence with him, nor had the subject been directly or indirectly 
discussed between us. Though I felt sure he must sanction 
what I had written respecting the examination, in both my 
letters, yet I did not know his opinion till more than a fortnight 
had thus elapsed from the time of ordination, I was, therefore, 
gratified, though not surprised, to find that his recollection of 
the facts was in accordance with my own. Very naturally, 
however, he felt great delicacy in having his name mentioned 
in connection with this very unpleasant affair. The Rev. Mr. 

was a personal friend of his ; and indeed, was sojourning 

at his house f at the very time of the examination and ordination. 
Besides, he desired to show all respect to his Bishop ; and not 
to say or do any thing, unnecessarily, that might give offence. 
At the same time he felt bound, as a man and a Christian, to 
recognise his obligation to express his opinion of the fairness 
and correctness of my statements. He did so, to my entire 
satisfaction ; at the same time expressing his earnest desire and 
hope, that it would not be found necessary to publish the cor- 
respondence. These remarks are made without his knowledge. 
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[LETTER NO. VI.] 

Providence, January 226, 1847. 

Rt. Rev. J. P. K. Henshaw, D, D. 

My Dear Bishop : — My Statement, d&c, is in the hands of the 
Printer, and in great part, is in type. I have very deliberately 
weighed your suggestion that there is not sufficient necessity for 

Publishing it, and that evils might grow out of the publication, 
have an anxious desire to meet your wishes, as far as possible, 
consistent with justice to all the parties concerned. I might 
repeat the reasons for publishing which I suggested to you in 
conversation — but this is not necessary. I will add that, in va- 
rious quarters, some reports, unwarranted by the facts, and inju- 
rious to yourself, exist in relation to this subject, which will be 
removed by the publication of all the circumstances. For my- 
self, and the cause of truth, I deem it necessary that all the 
facts of the case should be known where a partial knowledge of 
it already exists. Bro. has circulated a private state- 
ment of his views — which also has been repeated and circulated 
by others, which leaves a very different impression from that 
which, I am confident, the statement of all the facts would pro- 
duce. I do not mean to impugn his statement, for I have not 
seen it, and therefore cannot judge of its merits — I speak merely 
of its effect. Now, to multiply copies of my statement by the 
pen, sufficient for this purpose, is impracticable. How then 
shall I meet the difficulty ? I know of but one way, and that is, 
by "printing for private circulation^ without publishing. This 
will meet, in some measure, the necessity of the case, and avoid 
the evils which you think consequent on a public discussion. I 
am assured by publishers that, the newspapers will not feel at 
liberty to make the matter public, if the restriction is printed on 
the cover. This course will devolve a heavy expense upon my- 
self, whereas in the other case, it will be wholly borne by the 
publisher : but if more agreeable to your views and wishes, I 
will cheerfully bear this expense. If, however, you have not a 
decided preference for this course, I will adopt the other. I 
will thank you to send a note in reply by the bearer. 

Very respectfully and sincerely. 

Your Presbyter, 

JAS. W. COOKE. 

[LETTER NO. VII.] 

Providence, January 22d, 1847. 

Rev. and Dear Sir : — In reply to your note of this day, I can 
only repeat, what I have said to you before, that I am fully per- 
suaded no good can result to any party — and much harm may 
result from any publication relating to the unhappy differences 
which have arisen out of the circumstances connected with the 
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late Ordination. I, of course, cannot dictate in the matter 
which you have submitted to me in your note. Any result 
would be gratifying to me, which would insure harmony among 
brethren, and prevent scandal upon the cause of Christ. 

In our interview on the 8th, I suggested that the difference 
(which I am still persuaded is not fundamental,) might be ar- 
ranged by mutual explanations in the presence of the clergy, or 
say six senior Presbyters to act as umpires and paternal advisers 
in the case. This proposition I again renew to you. If it be 

acceded to by youveelf and , I feel a strong persuasion 

that, by God's blessing and grace, the threatening breach may 
be closed, all unkind feeling be removed, the peace and purity 
of the Church be preserved, and His holy name glorified. Let 
me once more urge you, Rev. and Dear Sir, to consent to this 
suggestion — the particulars of the arrangement might be fixed 
by consultation or correspondence between the parties chiefly 
interested. 

If, contrary to my earnest hope and desire, you shall still 
deem it necessary either to publish or print, I have to request 
the privilege of addressing a note of explanation to you, sug- 
gested by one or two points in your second and third letters, be- 
fore the matter goes to press. 

In much haste, 

I remain very affectionately. 

Your friend and brother, 

J. P. K. HENSHAW. 

[LETTER NO. VIII.] 

Providence, January 22d, 1847. 
Rt. Rev. and Dear Sir : — I have just received your reply to 
my note of this day. I regret that you should raise the question 
again, whether it is expedient to print at all ? The matter would 
not have been submitted to the printer, nor would the contin- 
gency mentioned in my note of to-day, have been presented for 
your consideration, had not the subject been most carefully and 
deliberately viewed in all its bearings. Most deeply — most sin- 
"cerely— do I desire to meet all your wishes. But, for reasons 
already given — for others which might be mentioned — I do not 
feel at liberty to make this now an open question. I did not 
suppose you could infer this from my note. I wished to know, 
whether you had a decided preference for printing for private 
circulation, rather than for publishing ? If so, I was willing to 
incur the heavy expense which would devolve on me — and I 
will now add that, I will also print at my own expense, the ad- 
ditional explanations, to which you refer in your note of to-day. 
But I am at a loss to infer from your note, whether you consider 
it really a matter of much importance, whether to print or pub- 
lish ? If you have not a decided preference for the former, I do 
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not wish to incur the expense, and shall proceed to publish. I 
will thank you, therefore, to state frankly, whether you consider 
it important, and would decidedly prefer the course which I sug- 
gested. 

In reference to your recommendation to submit the case to 
the arbitration of the clergy, or ** six senior Presbyters," I 
would say respectfully that, I can see no good that would arise 
from it. Should they arrive at a decision, the grounds of that 
decision must, after all, be made known, in order to meet the 
necessity of the case. Besides, if a Presbyter, whether senior 
or junior, should sit upon the case, whose opinions harmonise 

with , it would be natural for me to object to him ; and 

another difficulty would arise, involving unpleasant personal 
considerations. Or again, should Presbyters, varying in opin- 
ion, sit upon the case, there would be, inevitably, a division in 
the result; creating great excitement, and engendering party 
feelings, in the Church in this Diocese. I am persuaded, my 
dear Bishop, that the best way is, just to state the simple facts, 
and there let the matter rest. 

I will thank you to send the additional explanations of which 
you speak, this evening, if possible, as the copy is wanted. 

Very respectfully and sincerely, 

Your Presbyter, 

JAS. W. COOKE. 

The reader has now all the correspondence before him, up to 
the above date. He views the case just as it was presented to 
the parties, from the beginning. My own aim has been to show, 
precisely the position in which I have stood, by a statement of 
facts. I have not desired that this publication should be ex- 
parte. I have wished that the Bishop should have full opportu- 
nity to state, explain, modify, or justify. Accordingly, I said to 
him a fortnight since, that, if he desired to add anything to his 
former statement, I would cheerfully publish it. I repeated the 
same proposal on the 22d January, in note No. 8. And it has 
been with me a ground of thankfulness that, however unpleasant 
the discussion, it has been conducted without involving unkind 
feelings, or any violation of gentlemanly and Christian courtesy. 

The reader, therefore, no less than myself, will, doubtless^ 
be unprepared for the altered tone of the following communica- 
tion from the Bishop. It is dated on the same day with the 
kindly note. No. 7 ; but the tenor of a portion of it, is to me, the 
occasion of heartfelt sorrow. I do not feel at liberty to reply, 
Msl mighty if it came from any other source. I have no issue to 
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make with my Bishop on mere personal grounds. I shall ex- 
plain what may seem inconsistent, and state facts. But, if my 
letters do not show the absence of an improper spirit, (and of 
that, the christian public must judge ;) and if evident facts do 
not justify my conduct, (of which also, the christian public 
must judge;) I shall be disappointed. 

Preliminary to the perusal of the Bishop's communication, I 
would request the reader's attention to a few particulars. 

A large portion of the ** explanations" is occupied with items 
of the Bishop's personal history, ministrations, publications, &c., 
to which he appeals for evidence of his soundness in the faith in 
years past. Now I wish it to be understood distinctly that, I 
have no desire to make issue with the Bishop himself, on points 
of doctrine; and, I think, the reader will do me the justice to 
say that, I have appeared to do so, only so far, as the facts of 
the case, seem to imply it. For this, I cannot be responsible. 
But, 1 have drawn no inferences from these facts, nor built any 
argument upon them, for the purpose of questioning my Bishop* s 
theology. And when I received note No. 7, requesting " the 
privilege of addressing a note of explanation suggested by one 
or two points in (my) second and third letters before the matter 
goes to press ;" my hope was that, the Bishop might be able so 
to explain several points, that there would be no room for misap* 
prehending his viewi. Nothing would have given me more pleas- 
ure than to read, and to print, a declaration from the Bishop to 
this effect — ** I believe that the truly penitent sinner is completely 
justified by faith, in the sight of God before baptism J* This was 
the only question presented at the examination as the ground of 
difference; and one which may be answered, either affirmatively 
or negatively, in a single sentence. I regret that, inasmuch as 
the *' explanations" are comprised in twenty pages of closely 
written manuscript, the Bishop has not directed his attention, 
even for a moment, to the one important question which caused 
the difficulty, both at the examination and ordination. He does, 
indeed, speak of his view of the doctrine of justification by faith 
alone, in the merits of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ ; but 
he does not say whether, by these merits, the truly penitent sin- 
ner is completely justified, in the sight of God, before baptism. 
This is the question raised at the examination ; and all that the 
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Bishop has said, in the following communication, on the subject 
of justification by faith alone, and on the sacraments, (excellent 
as his remarks are, in all of which I coincide;) may be said, and 
will be said, as well by those who answer this important question 
negatively^ as by those who answer it affirmatively. 

In this connection I would make another remark. The 
greater part of the Bishop's communication is occupied by mat-^ 
ters not in discussion between us. 

The first four manuscript pages relate to his views of the in- 
expediency of bringing the case before the public. 

The labt eight manuscript pages are limited to personal con- 
siderations growing out of this discussion. 

The remaining eight pages alone, relate to the points at issue. 
Respecting these, I wish the reader to observe distinctly, in 
view of the explanations given, that, there is not a material fad, 
respecting which 1 am Uft at issue with the Bishop, But, inas- 
much as the Bishop's remarks iiiv< Ive many considerations 
not strictly relevant to the subject matter in discussion, I must 
request the reader to bear in mind the following particulars in 
the perusal, both of his communication, and of my reply. 

1. To keep constantly in view the essential points at issue ;^ 

viz. (I.) Was I justified at ihe examination, in declaring 

to be unsound, because he would not admit that, the truly peni- 
tent believing sinner is completely justified by faith, in the sight 
of God, before baptism? (2.) Was I justified, in view of all 
the circumstances, in declining to join with the Bishop in the 
imposition of hands at the ordination ? (3.) Is my statement of 
facts a true statement ? 

2. To distinguish between that which is relevant, and that 
which is irrelevant, to these issues* 

3. When reference is made to the previous correspondence, 
to examine the reference itself in its proper connection. 

4. To observe whether, after the explanations given, there 
is really any material fact at issue between the Bishop and 
myself? 

5. After perusing the whole, to inquire, whether the case, a» 
to all essentia] points, does not stand where it did before ? 
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[LETTER NO IX.] 

Providence, Jan. 22d, 1847. 

Rev. and Dear Sir : — When you waited upon me, in company 
with your brother, to notify me of your purpose to publish a 
pamphlet in seif-vindication ; which you represented yourself as 
being constrained to by the earnest solicitations of your personal 
and family friends, and which your brother declared you had 
that day given him a pledge to do — you may recollect that I 
earnestly but affectionately endeavored to dissuade you from 
taking a step which, as it would probably provoke a reply from 
, might prove the commencement of strife in our hith- 
erto peaceful and united Diocese. I spoke of the injury done 
to religion by disputes among Christians; of the disgrace 
brought upon our Church by controversies which had taken 
place in some other Dioceses ; and of the impropriety and evil of 
making the public a court of appeal in reference to points of 
doctrine or discipline in the Church. I then renewedly ex- 
pressed the opinion that an interview between yourself and 
, in the presence of some clerical friends, would proba- 
bly show that the difference between you did not affect the vital 
doctrines of the Gospel, and would probably lead to satisfactory 
explanations and an amicable result. I named the Rev. Dr. 
Crocker, the Rev. Mr. Taft, Rev. Mr. Vail, and others of the 
senior Presbyters in the Diocese, as suitable persons to be pre- 
sent at such an interview, whose sound judgment and kind offi- 
ces might lead to a peaceable and quiet adjustment of this family 
difference. This suggestion received no favorable response 
from you. And although you expressed regret that you were 
placed in such circumstances, yet you pleaded the urgency of 
your friends and the promise that day given to your brother, as 
reasons why necessity was laid upon you to proceed in your con- 
templated appeal to the public in your own vindication. The 
strength of your language, and the excitement of your manner, 
gave me reason to fear that there was very little ground to hope 
that your purpose would be changed. Believing it still to be my 
duty as your Bishop and friend, to leave no effort untried to pre- 
vent your taking a step which, so far as I could perceive, would 
be productive of no good to yourself, and would certainly prove 
injurious to the cause of religion in the Church, I earnestly 
advised you to consult with some of your clerical brethren, and 
to give yourself to calm deliberation and prayer, for the purpose 
of ascertaining your duty ; and once more begged you, in the 
spirit of christian kindness and affection, to reflect upon the 
fearful evils that would follow a publication which would proba- 
bly provoke a reply, and disturb, to some extent, that ecclesias- 
tical harmony which has heretofore been our boast and our bless- 
ing. You replied that " you had thought of all these things ; 
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your mind was made up, and you could not abandon your pur 
pose/' or words to the same effect. 

If, therefore, any injury either to yourself, or , to the 

Diocese, or to the cause of Christ and His blessed Gospel^ 
should arise from the publication of your pamphlet, 1 am free 
from all blame in regard to it. I can sincerely say that I em- 
ployed my best endeavors to preserve the harmony and purity of 
that ecclesiastical household of which God, in His Providence 
and Grace, has made me (however unworthy) the visible head. 

I warned you against a measure which I foresaw would be pro- 
ductive of evil, but my counsels were unheeded. I proposed a 
reference of the difficulties which had arisen between you and 
a brother clergyman to the umpireship of a council of senior 
Presbyters ; but the proposition was rejected. As to all the re- 
sulting consequences, you have assumed the responsibility, and 
upon you it must rest. 

At the close of that interview above referred to, which took 
place in my study on the evening of January 8th instant, you 
remarked that you would, as an act of justice to myself, insert 
at length my reply to your first letter, as a part of the forthcom* 
ing pamphlet ; and inquired whether I desired to make additions 
to ii. My reply was, ** it was a private letter in answer to cer- 
tain inquiries in one I had received from you. But I have no 
objection to its being read by any who have an interest in the 
matter. I know not that I have a desire to add any thing to it." 
On taking leave you put into ray hands another document, which 
I have since found to be an elaborate and specific review of the 
only letter I have written upon this unpleasant subject. That doc- 
ument was dated Dec. 30th, 1846. On returning home at a 
late hour last evening, (January 21,) I found a third document 
bearing date January 11th. 

Until yesterday I entertained the hope, from rumors which 
reached me, that you would yield to the solicitations of some of 
your friends, by abandoning the idea of publication. But in- 
ferring from your note of to-day, that you will either publish or 
print, I deem it my duty to send you a few remarks upon two or 
three points in your later letters, which, if left unexplained, 
might leave an erroneous impression upon the mind of the 
reader. 

1. In your second letter to me, under the head Objection 2, 
you seem to imply that my impression that your only desire 
was to be relieved from a specific part in the ordination, viz, 

the presentment of , was founded rather on my own 

inference, from what you said, than on any distinct declaration 
of yours. How you could educe such a conclusion from such 
premises, without an implied distrust of my veracity or my mem- 
ory, it is difficult for me to conceive. By turning to that part 
of my letter to which this objection applies, you will find the 



47 

following explicit language. *' I was grieved to learn that, after 
it, (your private interview with ,) you felt, no less strong- 
ly than before, that you could not conscientiously present 

and make the declaration required from the presenter. Still I 
was glad to hear you state, (as you did most explicitly,) that 
you would make no opposition to the ordination, and had no 
desire to throw any obstacle in the way of it ; but that your 
only desire was to be relieved from a specific part in it, which 
you could not conscientiously perform. I made no effort — I 
used no persuasion to change your purpose in this particular, 
for I rigidly respect scruples of conscience." 

Here I say nothing of inferences or conjectures, but make an 
unequivocal statement of facts. Subsequent reflection has fully 
confirmed my belief in the literal truth of this statement. It is 
a matter about which I feel as confident as it is possible to feel 
about any past occurrence. If there were no other reliance in 
the case except upon present recollection, I might, perhaps, in 
view of the fuller declarations since made by you, entertain 
some doubtfulness as to the point. But this is not my only re- 
liance. The duties of my office render it necessary for me to 
keep a daily journal — and in that journal all important occur- 
rences relating to the Church are recorded. In that journal, 

under date of Dec. 18th, (the day of the examination of 

and my son for Priest's orders) 1 find a record of the examina- 
tion, from which the following is an extract. ** The result was, 
Mr. Cooke told me that he would not object to the ordination 

of , but that he could not conscientiously be his presenter, 

because he could not say the words required from the present- 
ing Presbyter.'^ This minute was made almost immediately 
after the examination closed, when all the facts were fresh in 
my mind, and leaves no room for uncertainty as to this import- 
ant fact. 

If, then, my firm conviction that in regard to the ordination 
of , you had no wish to obstruct it, but only to be ex- 
cused from officiating as his presenter, was unfounded ; you will, 
my dear sir, do me the justice to admit, that there was apparent 
ground for it in the language used, and the declarations made 
by you at the time. Your words affi)rded me the only clue by 
which I could gain access to the purposes and feelings of your 
mind. 

2. In the same letter, under Objection 4, as a reason for en- 
tertaining the expectation that a third Presbyter would be 
present, you say : " I supposed that Bro. Hathaway would consti- 
tute the third Presbyter. I had no idea that [Bro.] Horton would 
be sent to take his place. When, sometime before, I had sug- 
gested an arrangement which would take [Bro.] Horton away, 
you remarked * that cannot be, for [Bro.] Horton must be pre- 
sent.' I felt, therefore, perfectly at ease." My dear Sir, have you 
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forgotten the circumstances under which the words you have here 
ascribed to me were used ? I was about making an arrangement 
for the supply of your pulpit for the express purpose of enabling 
you to remain and assist in the ordination. Our reliance had 
been upon the Rev. Mr. Dennison, who had engaged to preach 
in Bristol in the expectation that he could obtain a supply for 
his church in Portsmouth from Newport. On Friday evening 
I received a letter from Mr. D., stating that, owing to the severe 
storm of the night before, it would be impracticable for him to 
communicate with Newport in time to insure the carrying out 
of our original purpose for the supply of St. Michael's, Bristol. 
It was after ascertaining this, (and I believe the next morning,) 
when I proposed to request the Rev. Mr. Child to supply your 
place in Bristol. It was then you suggested that the Rev. Mr« 
Horton should go. I replied, that cannot be, he must be present. 
And why make this reply ? Surely not, because I was expecting 
another Presbyter : but for a reason the very reverse. Mr. 
Child, being a Deacon, could be spared. Mr. Horton, being a 
Presbyter, could not be ; for then you would be left as the only 
Presbyter on whose assistance I could rely in the services of the 
ordination, and two were necessary ; one to present tfie candi^ 
dates for priesthood, the other to present the candidates for the 
diaconate. How you could connect this circumstance with the 
expectation of Mr. Hath away 's coming, I cannot conjecture. 
For, so far as I am informed, nothing was said of sending for 
Mr. H. until the afternoon of Saturday, and then, for the reason 
assigned in my first letter. 

3. In the same letter, under Objection 7, speaking of the 
circumstances connected with the act of ordination — and your 
feelings of distress on discovering, as you did before the service 
was over, that only two Presbyters were present, you remark : 
** I honestly thought that [Bro.l Horton would yet come in and 
relieve my anxiety, and save both my Bishop and myself from the 
unpleasant consequences that followed. The contingency was 
continually before me, * will [Bro.l Horton finish the services at 
St. Andrew's in season, or has he determined not to be present.' 
I did not yield the expectcUion of his presence till the last mo^ 
menf* ! 

Whatever might have been your impression at the time, you 
have long ere this, I presume, been convinced, that no one else 
of the parties concerned, neither the candidates for ordination, 
Mr. Hathaway, nor myself, had the slightest expectation that 
any third Presbyter would make his appearance to take part in 
the solemn services. Yet, you were so confidently looking for 
Mr. Horton, that you ** did not yield the expectation of his 
presence till the last moment,'* I infer from the underscoring 
of these words, that you attach great importance to them, and 
reJf upon the statement they convey as constituting your chief 
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li|>Dlogy for refusal to unite in the imposition of hands ott 
Mr. —. 

I am williag to give you the full benefit of this plea. I am bound 
to give entire credit to your declaration, ** I honestly believed 
that [firo.] Horton would yet come in and relieve my anxiety, 
and save both my Bishop and myself from the unpleasant con- 
sequences that followed.'' But this does by no means relieve 
my mind from the perplexities of this embarrassing case. How 
naturally might it have been expected that a man who had been 
laboring under such ** anxiety " of mind, and had been griev- 
ously disappointed by the non-arrival of confidently expected 
relief, would speak of his disappointment and express his regret, 
BO soon as he had an opportunity of unbosoming himself to 
those who had been grieved and wounded by his conduct t 
How natural would it have been for you, standing in the rela- 
tion you did to myself, to have embraced the first moment that 
offered after the benediction was pronounced, for saying, *' Bish* 
op, I am grieved and mortified at what has occurred ; but I 
assure you it was unintentional and unpremeditated on my part. 
t confidently expected the arrival of Mr. Horton to relieve you 
and me from the unpleasant occurrence which has taken place.'* 
Would not such an avowal have been dictated by the promptings 
of an affectionate heart, grieved itself for having proved, howev- 
er innocently, the occasion of grief toothers? Did you, my 
Reverend friend and brother, make any such avowal to your 
Bishop or the clergy afler that mournful occurrence ? I can 
speak only for myself. We were together some moments in the 
chancel after the communicants retired. We were afterwards 
together for some time in the veptry^room. Yet you uttered not 
one word of apology or explanation ; you expressed no regret 
for what had taken place ; you manifested no disappointment 
that a third Presbyter had not appeared ; you made no inquiry 
where Mr. Horton was, or why your expectation of his coming 
had not been realized. Here is something in relation to human 
feeling and human action too deep for my philosophy to fathom. 

4. Your third letter, delivered at my house last evening, and 
which I had no opportunity to look into till this morning, con- 
tains so much in relation to the examination and to the mooted 

question of the orthodoxy of Mr. and others, that I have 

no desire to enter upon a review of it I fear 1 could not do so 
without being forced into the position of a controversialist. The 
honors of sUch a position are among the last I should be dis- 
posed to covet. Far less would I be willing so far to forget 
what is due to my own character, and to the dignity of the office 
which I (so unworthily) hold in the Church of God, as to be 
lured or driven into a controversy with one to whom I hold the 
relation of a spiritual father and friend. 

There is, however^ one thing \n \Si%\. XeXVct, Vc^O«v\ ^'wssvtiV 
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with propriety allow to pass before the public unaccompanied 
yfith certain qualifications. 

On page ninth (manuscript), after assuring me of Mr. Hot- 
ton's having read your statement and pronouncing it to be correct 
in every important particular ; you proceed to quote these words 
from my answer to your first letter : '* I have no fault to find 
with the general accuracy of your report of the examination '' ; 
evidently relying upon this as j^iving my sanction to the accu- 
racy of all your statements. Now, my dear Sir, when the quoted 
words were written, 1 had seen only your first letter, and, of 
course, they can be legitimately applied to that only. And may 
not a statement be, to use the language of Mr. Horton, "correct 
in every important particular," and nevertheless be defective in 
some minor particulars, a correct understanding of which, in all 
their relations and connexions, would throwa new light over the 
whole matter, and give it an entirely different aspect ? If, to 
use my own words, (which I presume are correctly quoted,) '' t 
have no fault to find with the general accuracy of your report 
of the examination," does it from thence fairly follow, that no 
objection can be made to some of its details 7 May not a state- 
ment be generally correct as to leading facts, and yet be so 
circumstantially erroneous, so mixed up with special pleadings 
to make out a case, so ingeniously and skilfully arranged as to 
the collocation of particulars, that, upon the whole, it consti- 
tutes a gloss and commentary rather than a history, and presents 
to the reader's mind a prejudiced and distorted view of the real 
merits of the case ? 

Such things are not uncommon in the history of human con- 
troversies, or even in that of human jurisprudence. You must 
excuse me, therefore, if I cannot consent to your making use ot 
a sentence in my answer to your first letter, (written without a 
spirit of discussion, and without any view to publication, but in 
the frankness of fraternal confidence,) which shall be construed 
into a sanction on my part of the accuracy of the statements, 
far less of the arguments, the inferences, and the inuendoes 
scattered over the whole of your three letters. 

In' the last letter, you undertake to report not only the ans- 
wers of Mr. «•, but also the remarks and observations 

made by your own Bishop in the course of an examination 
which you was conducting at his request. There are things in 
that letter which I read with deep regret, and which, as I he* 
lieve, when the time of calm, prayerful. Christian deliberation 
comes, you will reflect upon with sorrow. 

Are there not, my dear and Reverend Brother, things in that 
letter which you neither desired nor expected me to approve t 
Are there not sentences in it upon which the eye of Christian 
charity would fain drop a tear in the hope that it would blot 
them out? Are there not dark hints and intimations which 
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would not bear exposure in the light of conscience and before 
the mercy seat of God ? I ask not these questions in a spirit of 
bitterness and displeasure, but, if I know my own heart, in the 
spirit of Christian faithfulness, but at the same time, of tender- 
ness and love. Gladly would I kneel at your feet, and entreat 
you as a brother to abstain from the farther prosecution of this 
controversy. Expose not your own faults or those of your 
Christian brethren to the gaze of an unbelieving and scoffiing 
world, already too much hardened by the influence of the strifes 
and quarrels of Christians. If the eflect of your proposed pam- 
phlet should be to fix a stain upon the reputation or disturb the 
peace of a young brother in the ministry, would it afford you 
any happiness? Would any benefit result from it either to 
yourself or to that cause which has claims upon us higher than 
any selfish considerations? If the effect of your pamphlet 
(whether designed or undesigned) should be to produce distrust 
of your Bishop in any quarter, and especially amongst any mem- 
bers of our own household of faith, can you possibly conceive 
that this could be of any benefit to yourself or to the church of 
which you are a minister and a member ? If the result should 
be the excitement of jealousy and suspicion among the clergy, 
or of alienation and distrust between any pastors and their 
flocks ; if, in process of time, our meetings of convocation are 
to he despoiled of their harmony ; if our united prayers, our 
earnest preaching of Christ crucified, our zealous co-operation 
in the work of missions, are to be superseded by the spirit of 
polemical strife and jangling, who that has any love for Christ 
and for souls, would not unite with weeping angels in lamenta- 
tion over the mournful change ? Ah ! my brother, " the begin- 
ning of strife is like the letting out of water," no one can cal- 
culate the power of the rising flood, or the extent of its ravages. 
The man who begins a controversy in the church may think he 
is but *' sowing wind '' ; but who can envy his feelings when 
from this seed, the afllicted church is reaping the '* whirlwind'' ? 
But I must check myself in these reflections. They are but 
the overflowings of a heart deeply solicitous for the prosperity 
of the church, and that no part of the zeal and talent which 
should be employed in the work of saving souls may be wasted 
in domestic strife, or in a war of words. This letter has grown 
to an unexpected length, although it has been written at a sit- 
ting, and without any time for correction or review. If it 
contains any thing which may be considered as giving just cause 
of offence to you, I assure you it is undesigned, and I pray God 
to forgive it. If there were time for careful review, I might 
alter and correct ; but your note, which has just come to hand, 
about nine o'clock P. M., informs me that ** copy " is wanted, 
and urges me to send the additional explanations spoken of in 
my note to you of this morning. I am sorry that you again 
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decline the proposal to submit the matter of difference between 

yourself and Mr. to the calm examination and Christian 

decision of '* the clergy " or of " six of the senior Presbyters of 
the Diocese," which I renewed in my answer to your note of 
this morning I have the testimony of conscience, that my best 
efforts have been used to prevent any injury or scandal which 
may be brought upon the church by a controversy (which I fear 
any publication upon this subject will be likely to produce) 
which I believe to be entirely uncalled for. 

I shall now bring this letter to a conclusion ; and I am sorry 
that a feeling of self-respect compels me to do so with a refer- 
ence to myself. 

I may possibly have misjudged the bearing of certain parts of 
this correspondence, and ascribed to them a meaning which did 
not enter your design. Should this be so, what I am now to 
say will be considered as betraying undue sensitiveness with 
regard to personal reputation, even where, as in my case, that 
reputation is intimately connected (on account of official sta- 
tion) with a cause which ought to be, and I trust is, dearer to 
me than life. 

To avoid therefore the possibility of ascribing to you motives 
of which you are unconscious, and ends which did not enter 
your design, I shall put what I have to say into the hypothetical 
form. 

If there be in your letters an intimation that your Bishop had 
not intelligence enough to comprehend the drift of your ques- 
tions or of the full meaning of *s answers ; or that he 

was unable to perceive the difference between a man's being 
justified before God, and his being declared and accounted righ- 
teous before men and the Church, I need not feel anxious to 
disprove it; because I am sure that with those who know me» 
such an intimation can do me no harm. If there be anything 
in your letters looking like the slightest insinuation that your 
Bishop is unsound as to the doctrine of man's justification be- 
fore God— or anything calculated to produce the impression, 
among those who know him not, that he i^ indifferent about 
doctrinal truth, and willing to wink at or abet the teaching of 
heresy, I can only say that it is unworthy of my notice, and ap- 
peal to my whole life as affording a practical denial of it. 

It is a bootless employment to be contending against insinua- 
tions and shadows. There are times when a man must stand 
firmly upon the consciousness of his own integrity. When he 
may properly say with the Apostle, '' It is a small thing for me 
to be judged of you, or of man's judgment ; He tkatjudgeth me 
is the Lord" Such times are these unhappy ones of suspicion, 
distrust and calumny upon which we are now fallen. Afy life 
has not been an obscure one. It has, to a certain extent, been 
" known and read of all men." And, through mercy, it may 
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be held up as a shield against the shafts of detraction, if any 
should be disposed to assail me in this way. For thirty-three 
years, aad more, I have borne an humble part in the ministry 
of reconciliation, received in its lowest order from the hands of 
the venerated Bishop Oris wold, to whose admirable teachings 
and example I am much indebted for what was most valuable in 
my early theological training ; and to whose soundness in the 
faith I have oflea borne the most cordial testimony. From the 
year 1818 to the present time, I have not unfrequently published 
works on the doctrines and duties of Christianity. I challenge 
any one to produce, from any of those publications, whether in 
the form of single sermons and tracts, or of entire volumes, a 
single page or line that conflicts in the slightest degree with the 
Eleventh Article of our Church, or any other of the 39. 

I have held the pastoral office ever since I was twenty-one 
years of age, and the scene of my ministry has been chiefly in 
two of the largest congregations in our country. Of the thou- 
sands who have attended upon my ministry in other states ; of 
the members of the congregation of Grace Church in this city ; 
of the members of the Church in the different parishes of Rhode 
Island, let one be produced, whether man, woman, or child, 
who will accuse me of opposing the doctrine of justification 
through faith alone in the merits of Jesus Christ, or of teaching 
anything inconsistent with it. I have gloried, and I still glory, in 
the belief that I am, however humble and unworthy, an evangel' 
teal preacher. And by the grace of God, tio man shall rob me 
of this glorying. For, even if it be esteemed '' the foolishness 
of vain boasting," I am willing to *' be accounted as a fool for 
Christ's sake." I use the term evangelical not with a party 
meaning, or in an invidious sense. Not as it is assumed by 
some who ring the changes upon a few favorite doctrines and 
cant phrases, while they overlook and neglect, as unimportant 
and carnal, all reference to some of the great principles and 
precepts of our holy religion, and are entirely indifferent about 
the constitution and ordinances of the Church of Christ. I use 
the term as it is commonly received and understood by Chris- 
tians of intelligence and piety. 

But while I claim to be an evangelical teacher, I claim also 
to be a sound Churchman, free from ultraisms and novelties of 
every sort. 

During the whole of my now protracted ministry — from its 
commencement to the present hour — I have uniformly and une- 
quivocally taught that men " are justified before God only for 
the merit of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ by faith, and not 
for their own works or deservings." During the whole of the 
same period, however, I have frequently administered the sacra- 
ments as '* outward and visible signs of an inward and spiritual 
grace— *as means whereby we receive the same, and pledges to 
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assure us thereof." In the use of the Baptismfil Service, I have 
always considered myself as administering what is called in the 
Nicene Creed " one baptism for the remission of sins" — and in 
teaching children the Catechism^ I have taught them, in the 
words of that Scriptural formulary, that '' the sacraments are 
generally necessary to salvation." I cannot now, and I never 
could, perceive any incongruity between these different branches 
of Christian teaching ; these correllative truths. On the con« 
trary, both of them seem to me essential to the harmony and 
perfection of the revealed scheme of salvation. God, in his 
wisdom, has joined them together ; and no man has the right to 
put them asunder. If I am to be condemned for holding these 
views, I firmly believe that the Evangelists, the Apostles, yea, 
Christ himself, will be involved in the same condemnation. If 
for this I must fall, it will be in good company. The Liturgy, 
the Articles, the Homilies, yea, the Church herself, must faJl 
under the same paricidal blow. 

I am, Reverend and Dear Sir, 

Yours very affectionately, 

J. P. K. HENSHAW. 

[LETTER NO. X.] 

Bristol, Monday, Jan. 25, 1847. 
RL Rev. J. P. K. Henshaw, D, D. 

Dear Sir : — Yours of the 22d instant was received on the 
evening of the 23d, (Saturday.) Being obliged to return to 
Bristol for the duties of Sunday, it was sent to me here. From 
the length of the document, and in vieV of its subject-matter, 
it was evident that a reply would be necessary. This I proposed 
to do briefly, by way of notes subjoined. But, on reflection, I 
think it would be more respectful to you, and perhaps more just 
to your statement, to let it stand by itself, and reply to it by a 
formal communication. This is my present purpose. 

On a careful analysis, I find that it may be divided into three 
parts ; one, embracing the points at issue between us ; and the 
others, relating to incidental matters, and personal considera- 
tions. With respect to the essential points at issue, I propose 
to answer them in full. Providentially, I am able to show that 
none of the supposed inconsistencies exist; consequently that, the 
inferences drawn from them are unfounded. Further ; I shall 
be able to vindicate my statement, in the two or three points 
only in which it is assailed, by facts and explanations, which 
cannot leave a doubt of its correctness. 

With regard to the other parts of your letter, embracing the 
first four and last eight pages of manuscript, relating to inci- 
dental points, and personal considerations, I should prefer to 
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leave them unnoticed. But, as you have introduced them, it 
Will be more becoming in me to give them respectful attentioti. 

FiRst — Incidental Points. 

1. You speak of the interview had with myself, and Brother, 

•n the 8th. 

I would add to the statement there made that^ I remarked ; 
** my own judgment is in accordance with the opinions of my 
friends." You also stated in answer to my remark, how '' ex- 
tensively wrong impressions prevailed on this subject"; that, 
you " had heard very few speak of it." I added that, " it was 
a general topic of remark, and that t believed it necessary that 
all the facts should be known.'^ 

2. You allude to '' the injury done to religion by disputes 

among Christians." 

These disputes have wrought injury chiefly, when they have 
been conducted in an improper spirit. Christian feeling Is not 
inconsistent with the maintenance of what one believes to be 
vital truth. 

3. You speak of the " impropriety of making the public a 

court of appeal, in reference to points of doctrine and disci* 

pline in the Church." 

I cannot admit the justness of this remark in its application 
to the Christian public, t think that, the Laity should be kept 
enlightened on all matters of importance in the Church. They 
are represented in her councils— they assist in frakning her laws 
— they are the supporters of her institutions — and without them, 
we can do nothing. I view with alarm a growing disposition, 
in some portions of the Church, to check the influence of the 
Laity. They have a right to be informed of all things relating 
to '' doctrine and to discipline." Deprive them of this right, 
and we take away one of the best safeguards for the truth. 
Bishop Griswold is reported to have said that, " the hope of the 
Church is in the Laity." Indeed, the Christian Laity are 
recognised as a " court of appeal," by an Apostle. " Beloved, 
believe not every spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of 
God ; because many false prophets are gone out into the world.** 
St, Basil teaches : '' Hearers, instructed in the Scriptures, 
ought to try the things spoken by their teachers, and receive 
those doctrines which are consonant, and reject those which are 
alien, from the Holy Scriptures, because St. Paul saith, ' Try 
all things,' dLC." On this passage from St. Paul, Whitby says : 
" Note that the Apostle doth not nere bid the Guides (ministers) 
of the Church, to try all things, and the people hold fast that 
which they delivered to them ; but gives an injunction common 
to all Christiana, * having their senses exercised to discern good 
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tmd evil '; to all wbo are obliged to hold fast that which is good, 
and not to believe false prophets/' Whitby further says of the 
daty of the layman ; *' till he hath made this trial, he must not 
admit the doctrine as an article of Christian faith ; for these 
words plainly teach that, what toe must held fast, must first he 
tried." 

I cannot, therefore, admit the ** impropriety of making the 
[Christian] public a court of appeal, in refer^ice to points of 
doctrine or discipline in the Church." 

4. You speak of the '' disgrace brought upon the Church by 

the controversies which have taken place in some other Dioce^ 

ses," and of '' the fearful evils that would follow a publication 

which would probably provoke a reply,'' &c. 

I am not prepared to admit that, many of the controversies 
which have taken place in other Dioceses, painful as they have 
been in many respects, will not result in good. The sin had 
been, not so much in the fact of controversy, as in the spirit 
which some of the parties have manifested^ But, the same may 
be said of the Reformation, when all was controversy in the 
Church. The evil we condemn, the good we praise — the re* 
suiting benefits are to the glory of God. Paul himself was con- 
tinually engaged in controversy, but he forgot not the spirit of 
his Master. Even personal disputes he did not always avoids 
for " he withstood Peter to his face because he was to be 
blamed." His rule is : '' Prove all things, hold fast that which 
is good." If we are exhorted to ** follow peace with all men," 
it is also enjoined that we should '' contend earnestly for the 
faith once delivered to the saints." The effectual weapon in 
this warfare, is the '* sword of the Spirit, which is the Word of 
God " In such a controversy, in contending for the doctrines 
of the Reformation, Bishop Griswold was engaged^ at the time 
of his death. There must be controversy. To yield it, is 
to give up the truth. " The enemy will come in like a flood/^ 
if, in the strength which the Spirit gives, we fight not under the 
"standard" which "the Lord shall lifl up against him." Nor 
can controversy be limited to the world without, or to heretical 
branches of the Church. [Actsxx. 30. 1 Cor. xi. 18, 19. 2 Pet 
ii. 1, &c. &c.] I have just seen a published letter of Bishop 
Doane, in which he says> " the great want of the Church at this 
time is rest and quiet "; but, surely not at the expense of truth 
— Bishop Doane himself being judge — for he elsewhere says j 
'* To these who shrink from controversial topics, and would 
shun all controversy f let it be said, in parting, it is not given to 
man, J^e hold the truth only by dint of never •fJnching firmness. 
The price of religious, not less than civile freedom, is perpetual 
vigilance" Bishop Lee, in his late charge to the Clergy of the 
Diocese of Delaware, remarks, in relation to the present con* 
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troversies of the Church : ''While the lovor qF peace lament^s 
the disquiet and bitterness which are too often engendered by 
such differences, we may hope that the issue m&y be, by no 
means unmixed evil. When Christian doctrines are deeply 
seated in the heart, they cannot be easily and tamely surrender- 
ed. Whenever and wherever truth has been assailed, if really 
loved and prized, it has been the occasion of earnest struggle. 
Among the salutary effects of such seasons, is the fuller examina^ 
tion of the points brought into question, and the holding of doC" 
trines which have been canvassed and sifted, with a deeper con' 
viction, and a firmer grasp. How different, for instance, the 
esteem in which the doctrine of justification by ' faith inly,' 
was held by the Reformers of the sixteenth century, and that 
manifested by many at the present day, who profess, notwith- 
standing, to agree with them ? What a contrast in the tone of 
our Articles and Homilies, and other works of that age, upon 
this point, and that which we now, too often hear. And when 
doctrines are held in a careless and uninffuential manner, with 
no adequate understanding of the grounds whereon they rest, or 
just appreciation of their value, they are easily parted with upon 
the assault of error, or retained only in form and name, while 
their life and reality are unknown." 

Let us hqpe, then, that the present controversy may result in 
good. If it shall tend to draw the attention of the Church in 
this Diocese more to the nature of the doctrine of justiBcation 
by faith alone ; if it shall lead to a clearer apprehension of the 
question, whether or not, the penitent sinner is completely justi- 
fied in the sight of God, before Baptism ; if it shall induce 
the canvassing and silling of Baptism itself; of the relaticm 
it sustains to the inward grace which it signifies ; and of the 
nature of the benefits it confers ; so that Uiere may be less 
confusion of ideas on this subject ; if, above all, it shall bring 
our younger Clergy, and our candidates for orders, to in- 
vestigate more fully the Scriptural doctrine, and the Church's 
teaching : then, surely, we may hope that, with something of 
evil, growing out of this controversy, there may also be, some- 
thing of good. 

In regard to lesser matters, I will admit the inexpediency of 
controversy in the Church. I will not, therefore, as I remarked 
to you in my first communication, quarrel with a man about his 
churchmanship. He may be as high as the highest ; (and per- 
haps, on questions relating to the Ministry', dLc. I might not 
differ from him;) if he will only preach the fundamental doc- 
trines of the Gospel, and win souls to Christ, I say **God speed 
him in his work." Now, Rt. Rev. and Dear Sir, it is one of 
these fundamental doctrines, which is the subject of our present 
controversy. On no other ground did I find any difficulty with 
'■■ His high churchmanship — his exclusive views— on 
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none of theae did I make issue. I remarked that, I was saiis- 
jied with him ; and I should have presented him for orders, had not 
the Rev. Mr. Horton, (who had been silent during most of the 
examination,) in reply to your inquiry, '' Are there any more 
questions to be asked ;" said, ''I should like to ask one ques- 
tion "; whereupon, he addressed to the candidates an inquiry 
respecting ''justification by faith," which elicited an answer 

from . This answer, I thought ambiguous. It awar 

kened my attention — and, as in duty bound, I pressed the exam- 
ination on this point, till I was convinced of his unsoundness. 
It is thus evident that, I was not seeking occasion for difference, 
and did not anticipate it. The most kindly feelings existed 

among all the parties, and nothing but this discovery of 's 

unsoundness, (in my opinion,) in fundamentals, caused the 
difiiculty. As farther evidence of my sincerity in declaring 
that, in reference to points not fundamental, I would not make 
issue, I would remind you that, at the examination of candidates 
for Deacon's orders, on the day following, Mr. , (a stran- 
ger to me,) proved himself a thorough High Churchman ; and 
I presented him for orders on the very day of 's ordina- 
tion. 

5. You state that, the difference between and myself, 

does '' not affect the vitals of Christianity "; a declaration 

which, in substance, you have several times repeated. 

This I regret for many reasons. It makes an issue with my 
Bishop with respect to doctrine, whereas I only intended to 
make such issue with the candidate. But I cannot help it. It is 
a position into which I am forced — not one which I have chosen. 
It might, indeed, have seemed more modest, to have mistrusted 
my own judgment ; but, in essential principles of truth, I can- 
not defer, even to my Bishop. Besides, I am well aware that a 
noble army of martyrs — a blessed band of confessors — and 
many chief pastors both at home and abroad — take the same 
view of Justification, for which I am now involved in this con- 
troversy. The excellent Bishop of Winchester said, in refer- 
ence to the doctrine of justification by faith alone ; '' there is 
reason to fear that, the distinctive principles of our Church 
would be endangered, if men should envelope in a chntd the 
great doctrine which sets forth the way in which we are account- 
ed righteous before God." Speaking of the Oxford theology. 
Bishop Mcllvaine says : '' Nothing could more plainly, or more 
impressively, display the great gulf fixed between this divinity 
and that of the Scriptures, than simply this — that, while the 
evidence of justification which the Scriptures refer to continu- 
ally, is that of faith, and never to our having been baptized" &c. 
Again : " If Cranmer did hold literally and strictly, that justifi- 
cation cann6t take place until we are baptized, how is it that he 



69 

writes the Homily on Justification — and yet, baptism, as having 
any such relation^ is not hinted at V* Again : '' In the Homi« 
lies justification is expressly limited to Jaith, as its only instru* 
hunt of reception," Again : " The Article of Justification 
contains not one word about baptism. The only instrument it 
knows is faith." Once more, Bishop Mctlvaine remarks : *'We 
positively assert that it is the doctrine of our Church, that when* 
ever a sinner repents and believes in the Lord Jesus Christ ; 
before baptism, at baptism, or after baptism, his sins are per- 
fectly and freely remitted — he is freely and completely justified, 
through the righteousness of God by faith." 

It appears, then, that I am in good company when I consider 
the difference between and myaeU, fundamental, 

6. You refer twice to your proposal to submit the case to the 

'* umpireship of six senior Presbyters," &c. 

In my note of the 22d I stated briefly, why I was obliged to 
reject this proposition. I will now add that, the only one of the 
gentlemen named by you, whom I have seen, agreed with roe 
at once as to the inexpediency of such a course. He would not 
have been found willing to have acted in the case. I am more and 
more convinced that, it would have resulted in involving others 
in the difficulty — ^rendering your situation more unpleasant — 
and ending in a way most unsatisfactory. Upon what was this 
Council to decide t Not upon the settlement of any personal 
difficulty, for none such existed. There were no hostile feel- 
ings to be reconciled — no animosities to be allayed. They 
could sit only in judgment on points of doctrine ; and on these, 
I know there is a difference among them respecting the question 
involved, that would render an united decision impracticable. 

One of these gentlemen was the Presenter of Mr. ; and 

another has declared that, had he been in my place, he would 
have " felt bound to protest against the Ordination." What, 
then, would have been the result t But, even supposing that 
these difficulties did not exist, the decision of a Council could 
not change my views of Gospel truth, or of personal duty. In 
such a case as this, to our own Master we must stand or fall. 

7. You state that upon me must rest the '' responsibility of 

this publication." 

It is true that, I assume this responsibility, (with your permis- 
sion as to your own letters,) with this exception ; that, I am not 
willing to be held responsible for the effect which the altered 
tone of your last communication may produce. As this letter 
was written with a view to publication, the responsibility is not 
mine. 

8. You say that, *' rumors reached me that you would yield 
to the solicitations of some of your friends, by abandoning the 
idea of publication." 
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I can only say that, these rumors had no foundation, except 
80 far as they might refer to printing rather than publishing. In 
the two instances in which such solicitation was made, I found 
that the case was not understood. 

Second — Essential Points at Issue. 

These are Four in number. I propose to take them up in 
order. 

1. You state : " In your second letter to me, under head of 
Objection 2, you seem to imply that my impression that your 
only desire was to be relieved from a specific part in the ordina«* 
tion, was founded rather on my own inference from what you 
said, than on any distinct declaration of yours.'' 

I do not mean to imply this respecting your " impression/' 
In fact, my design iu these remarks was to show that, you had 
this ** impression/* from what I said — but that I did not state in 
words '' my only desire is.'' All that I objected to under that 
head is the use of the qualifying word *' only** in that connec-* 
tion. In other words, I do not object to the fact you state that 
your ** impression/* gathered from what I said, was, that my 
** only desire was to be relieved from this specific part/' &c. ; 
but I do object to the implication that I used these words in this 
connection, *' my only desire is," &c. If, indeed, you say that 
I used these very words, then I shall not deny it, for I will not be 
found at issue with my Bishop when he states positively that he 
recollects a fact. I understand you to state, however, not the 
very words, but the substance of what I said, from which I am 
very willing to concede you gathered the ** impression " that 
my "only desire was," &c. The other expressions you men- 
tion, viz. : that I " would make no opposition to the ordination, 
and had no desire to throw any obstacle in the way of it," are^ 
word for word^ what I did say. By these I meant the same as 
if I had said, " I will not object — I will not protest — (which 
words I used several times) — 1 will not insist that he must not 
be ordained. If my own conscience is relieved, I shall not 
stand in the way of others doing what they see fit. I will place 
no obstacle in the way — I have no such desire." This is all I 
did mean, or could mean. My only desire was to relieve myself 
of all responsibility — and so I thought I was understood. There 
is not, then, as you suppose in this case, any distrust of your 
"veracity" or your " memory." With respect to the entry in 
your journal, I have no objection to make to it. It is not incon* 
sistent with any thing I have said. With respect to the "words" 
used in the ordinal, I repeat what I said in my second let- 
ter; under the head of Objection 2d ; "I do not remember that 
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the ' words' prescribed in the ordinal to be used by the present" 
ing Presbyter, were made the subject of remark between us. 
They were in the private interview with ■ When he 

pressed me on the subject, I declared to him frankly, (referring 
to the words,) that I could not say them in the fear of God. But 
even if I had laid stress upon the '* words," in my conversation 
with you, my "scruples" were based on general principles fuUi^ 
expressed, which would necessarily prevent any direct agency 
in promoting the ordination. Now an action may speak as 
loudly as words^ The '* words " embodied an idea to which I 
could not assent ; and I should have been singularly inconsist' 
ent if I could be willing to perform an act, involving, substan- 
tially, the same declaration before God and the congregation." 
There is, then, here, no issue of fact between us. 

2. Under the head No. 2, in your comments on my remarks 

in my second letter, under Objection 4, you think I have been 

inconsistent in drawing an inference that two Presbyters would 

be present, besides myself, because you had said in the morning 

that Bro. " Horton must be present." 

Now, as truth is always consistent with itself, so it is in the 
present instance. All your remarks under this head, (I say it 
respectfully,) lose their force entirely in the light of facts. Nor 
do I join issue with my Bishop as to one of the Jacts he states. 
I am perfectly willing to admit every one. In order, however, 
to give full prominence to your objection, I will quote it. After 
stating the circumstances under which you made the remark, 
Bro. ** Horton must be present," you conclude : ** How you 
could Connect this circumstance with the expectation of Mr. 
Hathaway' s coming, I cannot conjecture. For, so far as I am 
informed, nothing was said of sending for Mr. H. until the after- 
noon of Saturday." 

You are correct in this impression. I did not know that Bro. 
H. was to be sent for, till I learned the fact from ■ at 

your dinner table on Saturday afternoon. But I did know it 
was settled that some Presbyter should be provided, and that he 
with Bro. Horton would count two. When, therefore, I was 
assured that Bro. Hathaway would be sent for, then " I felt 
perfectly at ease." By reference to the remarks in my second 
letter under Objection 4, you will see that this is what I 
state. The subject is also mentioned in the same letter under 
Objection 2, where I say : *' When, as I supposed, every thing 
had been arranged, Bro. Hathaway being sent for, who, with 
Bro. Horton, would make the number of two Presbyters beside 
7nyself, and thus obviate any necessity of my taking an active 
part in the ordination service ; still, to avoid all misunderstand- 
ing," (which was my only motive in addressing you the ques- 
tion,) " I said to you on Saturday afternoon, as I parted from 
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you, ' Bishop, what will be expected of me V You refriied, 
' Simply to present the Deacons ';«^with this I was satisfied." 
What inconsistency is there in all this ? Was it not a fad on 
Saturday morning that Bro. Horton was expected to be present ? 
You admit it. Was it not a fact on Saturday noon, when it 
was determined to send for Bro. Hathaway, that Bro. Horton 
was still expected to be present? It is not denied. Was not 
the expectation of Bro. Horton's presence still a fact, when I 
parted from you on Saturday afternoon ? There is no doubt of 
it. Was it not still a fact till a late hour on Saturday evening, 
when returned from Warren, and for the first time dis- 
closed the necessity of Bro. Horton's absence? I am thus 
assured by the Rev. Mr. Horton. Was any communication 
made to me on this subject ? There was none. Was I inform- 
ed of it on Sunday morning, before the ordination ? I waa not. 
Is not, then, the fact upon which my vindication rests, clear as 
the noonday sun ? 

3. Under the head No. 3, your remarks, (implying something 
more than mere inconsistency on my part,) are evidently found- 
ed on the supposition that, I could not honestly have expected 
Bro. Horton's presence at the ordination. 

The explanation which I have given above, is sufficient also 
here. But I will notice the prominent particulars under this 
head. 

You state : " You have long ere this, I presume, been con- 
vinced, that no one else of the parties concerned, neither the 
candidates for ordination, Mr. Hathaway, nor myself, had the 
slightest expectation that any third Presbyter would make his 
appearance." 

I would ask, respectfully, whether it is hardly fair for my 
Bishop to address this question, involving me in an apparent di- 
lemma, when he knew the reasons why the Bishop, " the candi- 
dates," and the " Rev. Mr. Hathaway " did not expect a " third 
Presbyter." That reason is given above. The arrangement 
with Mr. Horton to be absent, made at nine o'clock on Satur- 
day evening, was known to them, but not to me. I learned it 
incidentally since my first two letters were written, or it would 
have been mentioned in them. I am truly thankful that a fact 
so important, has come to my knowledge, in season for my com- 
plete vindication. 

But you proceed to say : " How naturally might it have been 
expected that a man who had been laboring under such anxiety 
of mind, and had been grievously disappointed by the non-arrivid 
of confidently expected relief, would speak of his disappointment 
and express his regret, so soon as he had an opportunity of un- 
bosoming himself to those who had been grieved and wounded 
by his conduct," 6lc. &c. " Did you, my Rev. friend and 
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Brother, make any such avowal to the Bishop or clergy after 
that mournful occurrence V &c. 

I reply, (1.) That I did speak with — — himself to this effect. 
He took me aside and said : ''Mr. Cooke, I wish you to do me 

a favor." I replied : " Bro. , there is no one for whom 

I would more cheerfully take pains to do a personal favor, than 
yourself, under present circumstances. I regret exceedingly to 
have wounded your feelings, but it has been with me a case of 
conscience." I do not remember that he replied to this remark : 
but he continued : ''Bro. Horton wishes you to preach for him 
at St. Andrew's, and let Mr. K. (who was to have preached at 
St. Andrew's) preach for Dr. Crocker." " But where is Bro. 

Horton?" I replied. " Why is he not here V Then 

informed me for the first time that Bro. Horton had gone to 
Warren ; and when I pressed the reason for it, said, that " in 
view of the peculiar relations Bro. H. sustains to Dr. Crocker 
and his congregation, it was not thought best that he should be 
involved, (or he did not think best to be involved, I will not 
be certain which was the expression ;) in this difficulty." I 
replied, " Bro. Horton thinks with me on this subject." *'Ihiow 

he does,'* said . Other remarks were made, respecting 

the particular sermon which Bro. H. wished me to preach, &c.. 

which are unimportant. Bro. must not blame me for 

repeating this private conversation, which has the aspect of 
being almost confidential, for your remarks and appeal have 
made it necessary. 

(2.) During the short time I was with you in the chancel, we 
were occupied in disposing of the sacramental bread which 
remained. My attention was soon called by some friends in the 
Church, by whom I was detained a few minutes. I also had 

the interview spoken of above with . After entering the 

vestry-room, I left almost immediately, as I was obliged to go a 

?Teat distance, to obtain a sermon to preach at St. Andrew's ; 
an arrangement for which I had not been prepared ;) and I 
had been pressed to leave by Bro. Hathaway, who was* overtaken 
by me in Broad street. The other clergy were present in the 
vestry-room — neither they nor my Bishop said a word on the 
subject ; and surely, it is not strange that, in the hurry and con- 
fusion of these few moments, I said nothing. It was not a time 
for me to confer with you. 

(3.) Had I spoken to you at that time, it would have been, 
probably, in the language of respectful complaint. My feelings 
were conflicting — but I felt that I was the aggrieved party, 

(4.) As I walked down Broad street, with Bro. Hathaway, I 
expressed to him my great surprise that the Bishop should place 
me in that embarrassing situation, after the decided declarations 
I had made respecting the unsoundness of , and I also 
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expressed my deep regret at what had occurred.* He replied : 
** It must have been unpleasant.'' Other conversation ensued, 
which it is not necessary to mention. 

(5.) On my way, I stopped at the Rev. Dr. Crocker's — told 
him of what had occurred — and made the same complaint I had 
to firo. Hathaway. 

I returned to my parish on Monday evening. On Tuesday ^ 
I wrote my first letter to you, which was a transcript of my 
feelings at the time. In this I express the same feeling of sur* 
prise : " What shall I say of my feelings when you signified 

your desire that I should lay hands on ? How could I 

do it ? How could my Bishop expect me to do it, after what had 
passed?** In this letter, I endeavored to be frank, candid, re- 
^ectful, and affectionate, even as I felt. On perusing it again, 
I see nothing to the contrary. 

Thus the mferences you have drawn under head No. 3, con- 
cluding with the declaration, '' here is something in relation to 
human feeling, and human action, too deep for my philosophy 
to fathom," are answered by the facts. 

4. Your remarks under the fourth head, relate chiefly to 
qualifications to your former declaration : '' / have no fault to 
find with the general accuracy of your report of the examinO" 
Hon:* 

(1.) You say, '' when these words were written, I had seen 
only your first letter, and of course they can legitimately be 
applied to that only." 

Very true. Who could suppose otherwise ? How could I 
suppose that the reader would apply them to the very document 
I was then in the act of writing when I quoted them, and which 
of course you had not seen. 

(2.) You seem to be unwilling that I should make '* any use 
of your declaration, '< so as to sanction " my '' statements, 
even in the document to which you applied it The reason you 
give is that, " it was written without a spirit of discussion, and 
without any view to pMication, but in the frankness of f rater' 
nal confidence J* 

Surely, I am bound to believe that my Bishop speaks truly, 
though it be '' without a view to publication," and in " fra* 
ternal confidence" — that he means just what he says — ^that, 
when he declares respecting my first letter, '' I have no faolt 
to find with the general accuracy of your report of the examina- 
tion," he means this and nothing more nor less. Of coarse, I 

* I have inquired of the Rev. Mr. H. respecting At5 recollection of the 
conversation. He states : " Tou expressed your regret that the Bishop 
should have placed you in so embarrassing a situation." 



99 



65 

am bound to believe from what you say that, you would not 
have made the admission, with a view to publication ; but, I am 
also bound to believe that you made it in private because it 
was true. If it would have been unwise to have admitted it 
in public, it is not, on that account, less true. 

(3.) But, to do away with its legitimate force on the mind of the 
reader, you say : ** May not a statement be correct in every im- 
portant particular, and nevertheless be defective in some minor 
particulars, a correct understanding of which, in all their rela- 
tions and connections, would throw a new light over the whole 
matter, and give it an entirely different aspect ? May not a 
statement be generally correct as to leading facts, and yet be so 
circumstantially erroneous, so mixed up with special pleadings 
to make out a case, so ingeniously and skilfully arranged as to 
the collocation of particulars, that, upon the whole, it consti- 
tutes a gloss and commentary, rather than a history, and pre- 
sents to the reader's mind a prejudiced and distorted view of the 
real merits of the case ? Such things are not uncommon in the 
history of human controversies, or even in that of human juris- 
prudence." 

This, I suppose, is meant particularly for the eye of the reader. 
There is nothing like it — no hint of it in your private commu- 
nications to me. In what light, then, am I to regard it? You 
do not assert this of my statement — you put it all interroga- 
tively, and in an abstract form. But what is its meaning? If 
it means any thing, in the connection in which you have placed 
it, it means that it is all true of my statement. It is evidently 
intended to have this effect on the mind of the reader. But 
you do not take the responsibility of saying that it is so ; and 
should I call upon you to substantiate this, you could reply : **I 
have made no such assertion — I have only shown how a state- 
ment may be accurate in generals, and yet defective in particu- 
lars — so that it is not right to infer from my declaration, that I 
necessarily approve of all parts of your statement." But the 
reader will draw a very different inference; and I am bound 
to consider it in the sense in which it will be taken. I hope, 
therefore, I shall not seem disrespectful, if, through you, I re- 
quest the reader's attention to certain particulars. 

1. Let him look at the statement, sift it, analyze it, and see 
if it bears not on its face the evidence of truth. 

2. I solemnly declare it to be a true and fair statement ; not, 
in any respect, either by ** omissions," " collocation of particu- 
lars," or in any other way^ intended to mislead — that it was 
my intention, and conscientious endeavor, to do justice to all the 
parties concerned; and now, on a review of the whole, I declare 
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it to be a fair, impartial, and trae statement.^ If it were not 
so, why IS it not shown wherein ? 

8. Let him mark the manner in which you speak of it to me 
in '* frsiemal confidence" as a report of the examination gene- 
rally accurate. 

4. Let him observe that you make one exception ^ where you 
add : ** Still I think it would have been more accurate if you 
had staled," &c. By making this exception and none other, is 
it not perfectly evident that to the Bishop's mind, no other cor- 
rection was needed ? Is not the evidence of this even stronger 
than if no exception had been taken ? Does it not show that 
even in this letter, ** written in fraternal confidence," there was 
no disposition on the part of the Bishop to overlook what he 
considered an important omission ? In view of this fact, is it 
possible that there could have been an " omission of particulars 
which would throw a new light over the whole matter, and give 
it an entirely different aspect," without its being remarked upon 
by the Bishop ; especially as he occupied nearly twelve manu- 
script pages in reply, and had the whole subject before him 
several days before the date of that reply 7 If there were in it 
** special pleadings to make out a case, so ingeniously and skil- 
fully arranged as to the collocation of particulars, that, upon the 
whole, it constitutes a gloss and commentary rather than a his- 
tory, and gives a prejudiced and distorted idea of the real merits 
of the case," is it reasonable that, in his reply, the Bishop 
should have assented to the correctness of the report of the 
examination ? 

5. The spirit of the whole reply, under date of the 28th 
ultimo, is in accordance with the declaration, ** I have no fault 
to find," &c. 

You speak of the " spirit of frankness," evinced by me, in 
my inquiries, and say in conclusion — " However much you 
have erred in this matter, 1 do not at all question that you con- 
scientiously believed yourself to be right." ** I shall no less cor- 
dially than ever, be willing to co-operate with you," &c. 

^ The only qualification which 1 would make to this declaration is, a 
doubt whether the word '* simply " was used in the connection in which 
it stands in my first letter. You do not object to it, but I am bound, in 
candor, to express the doubt. Whether you said " simply to present the 
Deacons," or ^^only'^ to present, &c , or ^^just^^ to present, &c., or 
conveyed the impression distinctly by your manner, I cannot, on reflec- 
tion, be certain. But that you did use the words, " to present the Dea- 
cons," in reply to my inq'iiry as to "what would be expected of me," 
an inquiry addressed to you at the last interview on Saturday afternoon 
preceding the ordination, soley for the purpose of leaving no room for 
misunderstanding, is certain. I received the impression as distinctly as 
I could wish. As to the particular word used, as above indicated, I 
cannot be certain. " Simply," expresses the impression received as well 
as anv other. 
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May I be permitted to ask, could my Bishop have thus felt, 
and thus written, when he received this stntement, had he con- 
sidered it a ** gloss and commeiiiary rather than a lilbtcij,'' 
giving a ** distorted view of the real merits of the case, &c. 
Would he not rather have rebuked with honest indignation, and 
either have refused to answer the letter, or else have exposed its 
deceit? But, instead of this, he assures me that, he will an 
swer my inquiries ** in the same spirit of frankness with which 
they are proposed." Now these very inquiries, to which allusion 
is thus made, are predicated on the previous statement as a fair 
and true statement ofjncts. They are thus introduced. ** Such, 
my dear Bishop, are the facts. I remind you of them for my 
justification. Not having conversed with you since the ordina- 
tion, I know not what your feelings are on this subject; but tell 
me wherein I have erred, if I have incurred your displeasure ? 
With my views of truth and duty, how could I do otherwise 1 
What on this subject did 1 leave unsaid or undone, that I ought 
to have said or done?" 

6. At the interview held on the 8th instant, in the presence 
of a third party, among the various reasons you assigned for not 
publishing, you did not hint that you had any fault to find with 
my statement, nor did you object to the publication of ycur let- 
ter on the ground that it contained anything written in *' frater- 
nal confidence," and *' without a view to publication." You 
deprecated publishing, but if my statement should be published, 
you declared distinctly that you had no objection that your reply 
should he also published. Nor did you intimate a wish to qualify 
anything it contained. When asked if you had anything to 
add, you replied in the negative. If, therefore, your letter was 
written in ** fraternal confidence," and ** without a view to pub- 
lication," you assented to its publication with thfe distinct de- 
claration that you had nothing to add to it. It is true you 
had not then seen my reply — but I would respectfully submit 
that, at the time, you had no thought of qualifying anything that 
document contained. 

7. A disinterested witness, the Rev. S. J. Horton, after an 
attentive perusal of the document, has, (as I have elsewhere 
stated,) pronounced it a fair and honest statement. 

Third — Personal Considerations. 

Your remarks, involving personal considerations, are em- 
braced in the last eight manuscript pages. I have no issue to 
make on grounds like these. Far be it from me to detract any 
thing from the reputation you have earned in the Church of 
God. I question neither the facts, nor the inferences you have 
drawn from your personal history. The bare idea of :• ddsign 
to injure you by misrepresentation, is as foreign to my r.v-^siri-, as 
it is to fact. There is nothing like it in the documents which I 
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have submitted to you — there is nothing like it in the hidden 
recesses of my heart. I have stated facts — only facts — facts not 
distorted — not misrepresented — not so placed as knowingly to 
carry any other meaning than what plainly belongs to them, and 
what appears on the face of them. / have not put words into 
the mouth of my Bishop which he did not use. If I have unwit- 
tingly done so ; if in any instance there is unintentional misrep- 
resentation or omission, most cheerfully would I make the cor- 
rection — but none such have been pointed out by my Bishop ; 
of none such am I now aware. 

I am indeed conscious that, the facts I have stated, may pro- 
duce impressions respecting your views of the Sacraments, which 
I had hoped that your explanations misfht remove, if unfounded. 
In the document itself, I say — " 1 confess, too, in the same spirit 
of frankness that, the reasoning and illustrations used in the 
argument that followed, surprised me. Some of these seemed 
to me to lead logically, to conclusions which I could not suppose 

would be assented to by my Bishop. As I remarked to , 

at the private interview on Saturday, when he insisted that you 
agreed with him, ** far be it from me to catechise my Bishop. 
It would be presumption in me to discuss that point at all — 
with that I can have nothing to do :" so now, I repeat most re- 
spectfully that, if in the statements which follow, I seem to be 
placed in an antagonistic position with my Bishop on points of 
doctrine, it is owing to the force of circumstances, and not to 
any choice or consent of mine. It is therefore a source of re- 
gret and concern that, instead of meeting the one question pre- 
sented at the examination as the ground of difference, and 
which might be disposed of affirmatively or negatively in a sin- 
gle sentence, you have not expressed your opinion upon it. But 
it does not become me to say more on this point. Providen- 
tially, however, I have satisfactory evidence, (if such is needed,) 
to show my indisposition to produce ** distrust" of my Bishop. 
Important as the facts stated in my third letter are to a just ap- 
preciation, by the Christian public, of my true position, it was 
not my intention to publish that portion of it which contains the 
details of the examination^ ^'c., unless it should be rendered ne- 
cessary by some subsequent publication. I so stated to the few 
friends to whom I read it. My only reason was, my dislike to 
bring before the public things, which, I felt, would be person- 
ally disagreeable to yourself — especially as I knew your words 
and arguments were not so carefully guarded, as if they had 
been intended for the public eye or ear. The printer was ac- 
cordingly furnished with only an extract from this letter, which 
will be found enclosed in brackets, in the published document.* 
Of this extract, I informed you of my note of 21st instant. All 

* Pages 35, 37. 
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that portion which might prove particularly unpleasant to you— 
all the facts of the examination, &c., are omitted. The *' ex- 
tract " was inserted because, otherwise, I should appear to the 
reader to omit all notice of your reply relating to 's or- 
thodoxy. It was thus introduced, as 1 copy it from the printer^s 
proof which is before me. ** For various reasons I do not think 
it necessary or expedient to publish this *^ review " in my vin- 
dication. For this purpose my statement and reply to the Bish- 
op's letter are deemed sufficient. But, lest I should seem to 
omit any portion of the Bishop's letter which required notice, 
I would call the particular attention of the reader to the follow- 
ing extract from that communication." Here, then, is evidence 
not to be mistaken, of my original design, not to publish the 
greater part of this important document, in the present pamph- 
let. You were informed of the " extract," but you have omit- 
ted all notice of it, and in a letter intended for publication, have 
replied to the communication as a whole. Of course, then, the 
whole must be published that the reader may judge for himself. 
And here, indeed, if I were disposed by '* special pleading" 
to *' make out a case," I might leave this part of the subject. 
I am bound, however, in candor, to state that, in view of all 
the circumstances — particularly the contingency of a publica- 
tion by , which might contain statements rendering the 

publication of the whole necessary; and the expediency of hav- 
ing the whole case presented to the reader at a glance ; I had 
concluded to print the document entire, and should have inform- 
ed you of it. The only benefit, therefore, I can derive from 
the fact just stated is, to show my indisposition, unnecessarily, 
to bring before the public, a document unpleasant to my Bishop. 
Now, however, the necessity of its publication is rendered ab- 
solute. 

On reviewing my third letter, I find one fact, which though 
it must be perfectly understood by yourself, may not be by all 
who read this correspondence.* I allude to the reference made 

to the case of the Rev. Mr. . 

At a Convocation held at St. Michael's Church, Bristol, three 

years since, the Rev. Mr. , in addressing the teachers of my 

Sunday School, assembled in the presence of the Bishop, the cler- 
gy, and a large congregation, based his remarks upon the idea that 
saving grace had necessarily been implanted in the hearts of the 
children when they were baptized — that it was the duty of the 
teacher to cultivate this grace — that it was their duty not so 
much to impart spiritual, knowledge, as it was to develope the 
grace in them, &.c. While he was speaking, my own duty was 
made plain. I did not so understand the Gospel. My prede- 
cessors in that parish, including the lamented Bishop Gnswold, 
did not so preach the Gospel. I could not, therefore, hesitate. 

* The reader will find this fact staled on page 31. 
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When the Rev. Mr. had concluded, I followed, and, 

avoiding as much as possible, the appearance of a formal answer 
to what had been said, I endeavored to give my views of the 
gospel plan of salvation. I drew also an analogy between cir-, 
cumcision and baptism, in relation to the spiritual meaning and 
benefits of both ordinances ; and showed that they were seals of 
the righteousness of faith, which was experienced independent 
of the external ordinance. 

For this, my testimony to what I believed the truth, I received 
the thanks of the Rev. Dr. Crocker, and others of the clergy, and 
subsequently, a like testimonji from numerous individuals of my 
congregation. But my Bishop said that he " much regretted what 

had occurred, and in his opinion the difference between 

and myself, was not fundamental, but rather a difference in the 
use ofterm.s'^ Dr. Crocker, however, remarked to the Rev. Mr. 

, that if this is truth, he (Dr. C.,) had " been preaching 

error for forty years ;" and it was characterised by the Rev. J. 
Bristed, in the hearing of yourself and others, as being " the very 
quintessence of Puseyism." (I have his permission to repeat 
his words.) You interposed and begged that the discussion 
might be dropped. Such are the facts of this case. It was not 
done in a corner, and has been often made the subject of re- 
mark by clergymen and laymen. My object in introducing this 
at the examination was, to justify me in dissenting from your 

remark that the difference between and myself was not 

fundamental; particularly as the subsequent course of the Rev. 
Mr. had justified all that I had said on that occasion. 

And now, Rt. Rev. and Dear Sir, what shall I say in reply to 
your pointed queries, and the hypothetical remarks which follow 
in relation to my motives ? Shall I express the emotions which 
I experienced on their first perusal ? This would not be re- 
spectful to my Bishop, nor in accordance with my present feel- 
ings, with which are mingled nothing, I trust, unbecoming a 
Christian, who is conscious of having been strangely misunder- 
stood. Is it possible that my Bishop could suppose me such an 
one as his remarks imply ? Is there any thing in my past his- 
tory — any thing in our personal intercourse — anything in the 
progress of the " examination'' — anything in my letters on the 
face of them — that can justify the suspicion that, instead of be- 
ing frank and open, I am one to make '' dark hints and intima- 
tions, which would not bear exposure in the light of conscience, 
and before the mercy seat of God?" What possible motive 
could move me to a purpose so despicable and wicked 1 What, 
indeed, have I " to gain " by such a course ? By your own 
admission, I have been one of your " most beloved and respect- 
ed Presbyters ;" — You " have never studied any concealment 
from, or practised any disguise with me ;" — You have been ** as 
free in all (your) communications with (me) as with any of 
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(your) Presbyters;" — You have " manifested (your) fraternal 
confidence and regard in selecting (me) to be an examiner and 
presenter in an ordination, when (your) own son was one of the 
candidates." We had just returned from a pleasant convoca- 
tional season in one cf our newly formed parishes, where we had 
preached together — prayed together — and counselled together — 
with not a breath of discord to mar the Christian harmony. In 
the same spirit — without one thought of evil — without one sus- 
picion of what was to follow — 1 cheerfully consented to prolong 
my absence from my parish, and family, and various engage- 
ments, to meet your wishes. In the same spirit of Christian 
harmony we met at the examination — in the same spirit it was 
conducted — in the same spirit it was continued by all parties, 
even through the discussion which disclosed to me the unsound- 
ness of our friend , and the impossibility of my fulfilling 

any expectation of presenting him for Priest's orders. 1 was 
frank — open — explicit — in all that I said. I did not wish to in- 
terpose any obstacle to his ordination, should the Bishop deter- 
mine to proceed without my agency. I might have objected, or 

protested — (perhaps I ought,) but, [ did not. I felt f^r . 

He was a fri^^ad. 1 had examined him and approved him for Dea- 
con's orders a year before; as a member of the Standing Com- 
mittee, I had just approved him as ** a person worthy lo be ad- 
mitted to the sacred order of Priests ;" and the temptation was 
strong to overlook his error. But I could not do it. Conscience 
would not permit. My obligations to the Church would not per- 
mit My responsibility as examining Presbyter would not permit. 
My accountability at the judgment would not permit. I did 

not, therefore, hesitate to declare 'distinctly my belief ihuX 

was unsound in a vital point. Anxious and troubled because 
my Bishop and my friend were anxious and troubled, I retired 
to rest with an aching head and sorrowful heart. The events 
of Sunday followed. Then came the correspondence — frank — 
straight forward — stating facts — giving my own impressions — 
nothing less and nothing more. This is my vindication — this 
the answer I must make to my Bishop in view of all the ques- 
tions, whether positive or hypothetical, which he has addressed 
to me. If it be not enough, my vindication must be deferred 
to a tribunal at which no finite judge shall appear. 

Very respectfully, your Presbyter, 

JAS. W. COOKE. 

In concluding this statement, I would remark that, I have no 
sympathy with any, (if such there be in the Church,) who, in 
the language of the Bishop, ** ring the changes upon a few favor- 
ite doctrines, while they overlook and neglect as unimportant 
r>u(\ carnal, all reference to some of the grreat principles and pre- 
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cepts of our holy religion, and are entirely indifferent about the 
constitfilidn and ordinances of the Church of. Christ." I be- 
lieve that all of .^cripture truth — whether relatiiig to doctrines 
or duties — should ^be presented in its proper connection and due 
proportions. I may appeal to the people of my charge to bear 
testimony that they have not been left uninstructed in the exter- 
nals of Christianity, whether relating to the ** Constitution or 
ordinances of the Church of ChristJ' The following brief ex- 
tracts from a sermon preached some months since, will show 
something of the manner in which the obligation aiiti benefits of 

Baptism are enforced. 

" As a Christian, am I to speculate on the question what good can bap- 
tism do to a child before it has arrived at years of discretion ? Am I to 
consider the alternative whether it may, or may not be saved, as well out 
of the ark of Christ's Church as in it ? Am I to reason with the elements 
of mere human wisdom, in things of divine concernment? God forbid. 
If I would have the reward of Noah, lei me have the faith of Noah. The 
Lord directs : mine be the duty to obey. He promises : mine be the pri- 
vilege to believe. He accomplishes : mine be the humility to ascribe all 
to His power." 

" 1 say not that there is, in the waters of Baptism, any natural fitness to 
cleanse from sin. I say not that there is, in its administration, any in- 
trinsic efficacy to save the soul. But I do say, in the words of Peter, 
who, having declared that in the ark of Noah, "few, that is, eight souls, 
were saved by water," adds; " the like figure whereunto, even Baptism 
doth also now save us, (not the putting uway of the filth of the flesh, but 
the answer of a good conscience towards God,) by the resurrection of 
Jesus Christ from the dead." 

" They (the Sacraments,) ' are not empty signs to them that believe ^ 
nor effectual causes of grace to them that believe not.' " 

" Now, brethren, evade not the application by asking, ' how can in- 
fants believe — how can they exercise " a good conscience by virtue of 
the FPsurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead .^" God will take care 
of this, if not noio, yet in his own time. We might as well ask, ' how 
could Abraham's descendants exercise in infancy, the inward faith, of 
which, St. Paul declares, they received the outward sign and seal ?' Or, 
if it be -said again, * may not God save our children as well out ef the 
Church as in it;' we might ask, with as good reason, ' might not God 
have saved Noah's family out of the ark, as in it ?* " 

" In truth. Christian brethren, faith has nothing to do with specula- 
tions like these. It lives upon trust. It is the substance of things 
hoped for, the evidence of things not seen. Now, if we hope for that we 
see not, then do we with patience wait for it," &c. 

" Instead of leaving my children, in the vain language of the world, 
to choose for themselves, I would choose for them, so far as God may 
enable me, the better part. I would lay them in the ark of Christ's 
Church before the deluge of sin shall overwhelm them. I would seek, 
with their earliest existence, the sacramental pledge of God's covenant 
grace in their behalf that, they may be, by adoption and visible relations, 
" members of Christ, children of God, and inheritors of the kingdom of 
Heaven." 
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